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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable BOB 
CASEY, Jr., a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by Rabbi Milton 
Balkany, of New York. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Our Father in Heaven, snowflakes 

windswept to sky-piercing peaks do 
more than cloak mountaintops in their 
fine wintry vestments. Their varied 
crystalline structures speak of how 
You, the Master Artist, have sculpted 
our world to exemplify the beauty of 
contrast. Heartfelt differences are the 
hallmark of our times. O Lord, help us 
realize that division need not be the 
lyric of sorrow but the signature of 
brotherhood. 

In the pursuit of truth and righteous-
ness, disputes can compose verses of 
hard-won wisdom. Consider the rent of 
rock running through the Grand Can-
yon. It is a break, a fissure, a divide 
miles deep and, yet, is there a sight 
more majestic? Unity is not sameness, 
nor is it bland agreement. Only when 
Moses parted the waters was a nation 
set free. 

We pray, O God, give us strength to 
grapple for the great good, defend the 
passion of our convictions, and still re-
tain the devotion of brothers and sis-
ters. Bless all of us in this hallowed 
hall of lawmaking with clarity of vi-
sion so that we may gaze upon the 
heights of our shared destiny. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable BOB CASEY, Jr., led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 22, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable BOB CASEY, Jr., a Sen-
ator from the State of Pennsylvania, to per-
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 
will immediately resume consideration 
of the budget resolution. There are 25 
hours of debate time left. The two 
managers have been doing an exem-
plary job of managing this bill. We still 
have a long way to go. 

As I mentioned, 25 hours remain. We 
will have to see how we get to tomor-
row morning. As I indicated a couple of 
days ago, unless the managers can 
agree on yielding back some time, we 
will have to stay in all night tonight 
and be in a position to start voting on 
the so-called vote-a-rama tomorrow. 

We have a number of amendments 
pending. I am told that we have six or 
seven pending now. The managers will 
be making a decision about which 
amendments will be voted on between 
11:30 and about 12:45, when we can pick 

up another vote—around 12:45 or 1 
o’clock. We anticipate other votes from 
4 to 6. We may be able to back that off. 
As soon as the Appropriations Com-
mittee completes its work, we can 
start voting. So from 4 to 6—or maybe 
it can be 3 or 3:30 to 6. 

We have a lot of committee meetings 
going on today all over the Senate of-
fice buildings. We are going to do our 
best to keep disruptions to a minimum. 
We cannot guarantee the meetings will 
not have to be interrupted. I have indi-
cated to the Republican leader that we 
would not vote beyond 6 p.m. today. 
That may have to change. We will see 
if we have to come back after 8 o’clock 
to do what we can to clear off some of 
these votes. I would rather not do that, 
but we will discuss that with the man-
agers and my distinguished counter-
part, Senator MCCONNELL. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
Con. Res. 21, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 21) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
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the United States Government for fiscal year 
2008 and including the appropriate budgetary 
levels for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 
2012. 

Pending: 
DeMint amendment No. 489, to establish a 

reserve fund for Social Security reform. 
Allard amendment No. 491, to pay down the 

Federal debt and eliminate Government 
waste by reducing spending on programs 
rated ineffective by the Program Assessment 
Rating Tool. 

Grassley-Dorgan amendment No. 464, to 
limit farm payments to $250,000 per person 
per year and apply the savings to renewable 
energy/rural development, conservation, and 
nutrition. 

Grassley amendment No. 502, to ensure the 
appropriate use of funds provided for the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

Baucus-Rockefeller amendment No. 504, to 
affirm the Senate’s commitment to the reau-
thorization of the State Children’s Health 
Insurance Program. 

Cornyn amendment No. 511, to provide a 
deficit-neutral reserve fund for the reauthor-
ization of the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program (SCHIP) that will cover kids 
first. 

Hutchison amendment No. 517, to provide 
tax equity for citizens of States which do not 
have a State income tax by providing for a 
permanent extension of the State and local 
sales tax deduction from Federal income 
taxes, now scheduled to expire at the end of 
2007. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 525 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, the pending 
amendment is set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] for 

himself and Mr. GREGG, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 525. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide reconciliation instruc-

tions to the Committee on Finance to re-
form entitlement programs, to reduce the 
national debt and to improve the standard 
of living for our children and grand-
children) 
On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$6,949,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$9,936,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$13,270,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$6,949,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$9,936,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$13,270,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$4,291,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$6,949,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$9,936,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$13,270,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$6,339,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$13,288,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$23,224,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$36,494,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$6,339,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$13,288,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$23,224,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$36,494,000,000. 

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$6,500,000,000. 

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$6,500,000,000. 

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$9,100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$9,100,000,000. 

On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$11,900,000,000. 

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$11,900,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$47,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$47,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$191,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$191,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$449,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$449,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$836,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$836,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$1,370,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,370,000,000. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is one that I offered during 
the Budget Committee’s deliberations. 
Unfortunately, the majority did not 
support this important amendment 
that reduces our Nation’s debt, the bill 
that we will pass on to our children and 
grandchildren. 

My amendment reduces the debt by 
instructing the Senate Finance Com-
mittee to find approximately $34 bil-
lion in savings over the next 5 years, 
and this is out of almost a $3 trillion 
budget. 

Two years ago, Congress made some 
progress in getting a handle on manda-
tory, or entitlement, spending by pass-
ing the Deficit Reduction Act, using 
the reconciliation process, I believe, 
for the first time since about 1997. 

The Deficit Reduction Act reduced 
the rate of growth in spending. I will 
say that again because it is important. 
It reduced the rate of growth of spend-
ing—it did not represent an actual cut 
in the way most Americans would 
think about a cut—by nearly $100 bil-
lion over the next decade. It was a very 
good first step in getting our fiscal 
house in order but, clearly, more needs 
to be done. 

Today, the Federal budget is already 
heavily weighted toward entitlement 
spending, such as Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security, which takes up 
some two-thirds of all Federal spend-
ing, which is literally on autopilot be-
cause it grows at roughly 8 percent a 
year. As people live longer—as we hope 
we will continue to do—and the baby 
boom generation starts to retire, enti-
tlements will continue to eat up a larg-
er share of our budget and we will con-
sume more of the economy. 

In the most recent long-term projec-
tions prepared by the Congressional 
Budget Office, CBO, outlays for Social 
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid com-
bined are projected to increase to 10.5 
percent of our GDP by 2015—an in-
crease of about 2 percentage points of 
GDP in less than a decade. By 2030, ac-
cording to the CBO, outlays for those 
three programs will reach about 15 per-
cent of GDP. 

The chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee held a number of hearings 
on this fiscal timebomb earlier this 
year. Our Committee has received tes-
timony from the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Treasury Secretary, 
the General Accounting Office, the 
Comptroller, Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, and a number of think-tank 
representatives, and all, without re-
gard to partisan stripe or affiliation, 
have highlighted the need for us to get 
a handle on our mandatory budget or 
entitlement spending. 

The chairman of the Federal Reserve 
noted that these rising entitlement ob-
ligations will put enormous pressure on 
the Federal budget in the coming 
years. 

In fact, if we do nothing over the 
next 30 years, we would not have a 
dime to pay for anything except for 
four areas: Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, and part of the interest on 
the debt. 

We will not have the resources for 
other important priorities, including 
fighting the global war on terror, se-
curing our borders, veterans health 
care, and education. 

As we all know, the President’s budg-
et includes a number of proposals to 
slow down the rate of growth in enti-
tlement spending. I think this is a good 
place for the Senate Finance Com-
mittee to look at reducing the debt. 

If the majority has ideas that will 
also help reduce the debt, my amend-
ment gives them the opportunity to 
put it in action because it is an in-
struction to the Finance Committee to 
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come up with a way, in their wisdom, 
that they believe they can accomplish 
this important goal. 

Last year, I offered a similar amend-
ment on the floor. Some on the other 
side noted how my amendment may be 
a little unpopular back home. That is 
what happens when you go on a budget. 
We have been on a binge, with no limi-
tation on spending, and it is time for 
the Federal Government, similar to the 
American family, to get on a budget. 
No one likes budgets, but it is the re-
sponsible thing for us to do. 

I don’t think it is unreasonable for us 
to find savings in the amount of $34 bil-
lion out of the growth of entitlement 
spending over the next 5 years given 
that under the budget during that pe-
riod of time, the Federal Government 
will spend some $15 trillion. In other 
words, we are looking for $34 billion in 
savings over the same period of time 
the Federal Government will spend $15 
trillion. 

As Chairman Bernanke said in his 
written testimony to our committee: 

Addressing the country’s fiscal problems 
will take persistence and a willingness to 
make difficult choices. 

The Comptroller General of the 
United States, in his written testimony 
to the Budget Committee, said: 

We owe it to our country, children and 
grandchildren to address our fiscal and other 
key sustainability challenges. 

As I said, this is not a partisan issue, 
or certainly should not be. Our distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee has been eloquent on this sub-
ject. We see on this chart, he said on 
February 7, 2007: 

I have said I am prepared to get savings 
out of long-term entitlement programs. 

Unfortunately, the number reflected 
at the bottom of this chart is the num-
ber of savings from entitlement pro-
grams in the budget he has proposed. It 
is a big fat goose egg. I think we can do 
better. 

I heard time and time again Members 
on a bipartisan basis say this is one 
area where we ought to work together 
to try to solve this problem for our 
children and grandchildren so we don’t 
pass our debt to them for what we are 
spending today in these entitlement 
programs. But I ask: If not us, then 
who? And if not now, then when? 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first of 

all, the chart by the Senator is factu-
ally wrong. When he puts up a zero, he 
is not talking about my budget because 
my budget has $15 billion in savings 
out of Medicare. So that chart, as 
colorful as it is, is just factually inac-
curate. 

No. 2, if we look at what the Senator 
is proposing, the majority of the Medi-
care savings that are in the President’s 
budget that Senator CORNYN is picking 
up in his proposal are generated by ei-
ther freezing or cutting market basket 
updates for hospitals, for nursing 
homes, for rehabilitation facilities, for 

hospice, for home health, and ambu-
lance services in every year over the 
next 10 years. 

MedPAC, which makes recommenda-
tions on market basket updates 1 year 
at a time, does not concur with many 
of the proposed cuts in 2008, much less 
the cuts over the next 10 years. For ex-
ample, given the negative margins 
many hospitals are facing, MedPAC 
which is bipartisan, nonpartisan—has 
recommended a full market basket up-
date in 2008 for inpatient and out-
patient hospitals. 

In many cases, over time, these 
across-the-board cuts proposed by Sen-
ator CORNYN will hurt seniors’ access 
to health care. 

There is no question about us having 
a serious problem with respect to the 
long-term entitlement challenges and 
what is the right way to deal with it. 
Frankly, I don’t think any budget reso-
lution is the place to deal with the 
long-term entitlement challenge. The 
budget resolution is only for 5 years. 
The contribution the budget resolution 
can make is to achieve balance within 
that period, budget balance within that 
period, but I believe the long-term 
challenges, which are challenges of 15, 
20, 25 years, can only be resolved by a 
bipartisan working group or commis-
sion, equally represented by Democrats 
and Republicans, to come back to Con-
gress with a proposal to deal not only 
with Medicare but Medicaid and Social 
Security and the other long-term fiscal 
imbalances we have. Senator GREGG 
and I have such a proposal. I think that 
is the right way to address these long- 
term problems. 

We all acknowledge we are on a 
course that absolutely is unsustain-
able. As chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, I have organized hearing after 
hearing after hearing to put a focus on 
precisely that problem. We all know in 
this country that we are spending far 
more on health care than any other 
country. Mr. President, 16 percent of 
our gross domestic product is going for 
health care. The next largest spender 
in comparison is at 11 percent of gross 
domestic product. That difference—the 
difference between 11 percent of gross 
domestic product and 16 percent—is 
$800 billion a year—a year. 

To put the President’s Medicare and 
Medicaid cuts and the cuts proposed by 
this amendment in perspective, con-
sider that his budget would cut those 
programs by $270 billion over the pe-
riod from 2008 to 2017. Those savings 
would be more than wiped out by the $2 
trillion in tax cuts proposed by the 
President over that same period. They 
talk about helping us get back on some 
kind of fiscal path, but the math 
doesn’t work. The math doesn’t come 
close to working. They would have sav-
ings from Medicare and Medicaid of 
$270 billion over that 10-year period, 
but that is totally dwarfed by the cost 
of their tax cuts over that same period. 

I do not believe this amendment mer-
its our support. I do not believe this is 
the right policy. I do not believe cut-

ting the reimbursement for hospitals, 
for nursing homes, for rehabilitation 
facilities, for hospice, for home health, 
and ambulance services is the right 
way to proceed. 

I do believe we need separately, apart 
from a budget resolution, to deal with 
the long-term entitlement challenges, 
either through the kind of working 
group Senator GREGG and I have pro-
posed or through a bipartisan commis-
sion. I don’t think a budget resolution 
that will be largely supported just on 
one side of the aisle is the appropriate 
place to deal with these long-term 
challenges. 

Mr. President, what is the time re-
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The proponent of the amendment 
has 54 minutes remaining. The major-
ity manager has 54 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, here is 
the problem. The budget before us does 
absolutely nothing in the area of ad-
dressing entitlement reform and sav-
ings and does a significant amount of 
spending money, a significant amount 
of tax increases. It raises the tax bur-
den of the American people from its 
historic level 18.2 percent up to 20 per-
cent. It raises taxes by hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars. It raises spending by 
tens of billions of dollars but does not 
address the most fundamental issue we 
face as a nation, which is the pending 
financial meltdown of this country as a 
result of the baby boom generation re-
tiring, and our children cannot afford 
the costs. 

The Senator from Texas is right, 
there are zero savings on the manda-
tory side of this budget. When the 
chairman gets up and says there is $15 
billion of savings, he forgot to finish 
the sentence. There is $30 billion of 
spending. So actually there is a net 
loss on the entitlement side for the 
proposed budget. That has been ad-
justed by the amendment of Senator 
BAUCUS, so it is now basically a wash 
where we have no savings, $15 billion of 
savings, $15 billion of new spending in 
entitlement programs. So there is a 
zero on that account. 

What is being proposed by the Presi-
dent is entirely reasonable. What is 
being proposed by Senator CORNYN is 
reasonable. He suggests going forward 
we should accurately reflect the reim-
bursement rate for hospitals and for 
providers—not doctors in this instance 
but for providers. It doesn’t affect 
beneficiaries. But to call this a freeze 
or a cut is totally disingenuous because 
it is neither. Spending is going to in-
crease dramatically in the entitlement 
accounts, especially in Medicare, by 
trillions of dollars. Only in the nomen-
clature of the Democratic side of the 
aisle is a trillion dollars of increase 
called a cut when it is reduced from 
trillions to trillions less .2 percent, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3550 March 22, 2007 
two-tenths—two-hundredths of 1 per-
cent. 

That being said, it is not even a 
freeze or reduction from the concept of 
the way it is structured. What is being 
proposed in the Cornyn amendment, 
which is reflective of the President’s 
original proposal, which is the reim-
bursement rate, which is now inflated 
by 1.5 percent because of savings and 
technological advances, so the reim-
bursement rate is about 1.2 percent 
more than it should be to accurately 
reflect the fair reimbursement rate be-
cause the reimbursement rate is in-
flated by savings and benefits which 
providers get through cost savings and 
technological advantages—what is 
being proposed by the Cornyn amend-
ment is we take half that inflated pay-
ment—just half of it—and put it back 
into making the system more solvent 
so our kids can afford the system and 
we will have a solvent system for our 
seniors. 

That is what this is about: taking 
half of that inflated payment, which is 
about a six-tenths of 1 percent adjust-
ment. Yes, it translates into big dol-
lars, but as a practical matter, it is a 
fair adjustment, and we save it so that 
our kids can benefit from it by having 
a more affordable system and our sen-
iors can benefit from it. 

The President’s program does not af-
fect senior citizens. It affects pro-
viders. Only the wealthiest seniors citi-
zens will be impacted by the Presi-
dent’s program, and we will get to that 
amendment next, which will be the 
Part D premium and how that should 
be reimbursed by wealthy seniors. 

This is a reasonable amendment. It is 
regrettable it wasn’t included in this 
budget. The Senator said this budget is 
only going to be passed by the other 
side. Quite honestly, if the Senator had 
accepted this amendment and the En-
sign amendment which will be next, 
which would make the Part D premium 
properly reimbursed, and had taken the 
Kyl amendment yesterday, he would 
have a bipartisan budget. He would 
have a bipartisan budget. But he wants 
to stick to the tax-and-spend, do-noth-
ing-on-entitlements budget he brought 
to the floor. He doesn’t have a bipar-
tisan budget. We are trying to help him 
out. We are trying to make it bipar-
tisan, more reasonable and, most im-
portantly, helping out our kids and 
people who are going to retire by mak-
ing the Medicare system more solvent. 

This amendment, if it is adopted, and 
the next one—if those two amendments 
are adopted, they will address the out-
year insolvency of the Medicare trust 
fund, which is now about $32 billion, 
and will reduce that insolvency be-
tween 25 percent and 35 percent. That 
is huge and is good news. It would be 
very good news if we do it. We should 
do it. If we don’t do it, in 10, 15 years, 
we will have to pay the piper. The sys-
tem will melt down, our kids will be 
stuck with the bills, and their life-
styles will be impacted in a very nega-
tive way. 

Why don’t we get a time agreement 
on this amendment so we can go to the 
next amendment and move on? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I don’t 
think we are quite prepared to do that 
because we have others who are going 
to want to speak. But I think we can 
deal with this pretty expeditiously and 
come pretty close to the tentative 
schedule to which we agreed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, much of 
what the Senator has just said, frank-
ly, I agree with. The truth is, we are on 
a completely unsustainable course. It 
must be dealt with. The question is 
how to best deal with it. 

With respect to the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas, I got a letter 
from 43 of our colleagues in the Senate, 
including 11 Republicans, on this very 
subject. They said: Do not cut hospital 
reimbursement. 

In my part of the country, hospitals 
are dealing with negative margins. 
They are losing money. If this amend-
ment were to go forward, unfortu-
nately, it would be devastating to hos-
pitals, to nursing homes, to hospice 
care, to ambulance services, especially 
in the rural parts of our country, and 
virtually every State has rural parts. 

The MedPAC statistics are very clear 
on this question. Yes, there are some 
hospitals that are enjoying positive 
margins. They tend to be urban hos-
pitals that have much higher rates of 
reimbursement under Medicare than do 
rural hospitals. Let me give an exam-
ple. 

In my State of North Dakota, at 
Mercy Hospital in Devils Lake, ND, if 
they are treating somebody who had a 
heart attack, they get one-half the re-
imbursement of Our Lady of Mercy 
Hospital in New York City—one-half as 
much. Their costs aren’t half as much, 
but their reimbursement is half as 
much. By the way, those hospitals, 
many of them in my State—I have over 
40—are experiencing negative margins. 
They are losing money. 

The Senator says this doesn’t rep-
resent a cut. He is right in one sense. It 
will be more money. But in relation-
ship to the expense, it will be less. 
That is the way in which it represents 
a cut. He is absolutely correct it will 
be more dollars the next year than the 
year before, but in relationship to the 
expenses, which are going up more rap-
idly in health care, as we all know, 
than the underlying rate of inflation, 
guess what. It will be less. That is why 
I use the term ‘‘a cut.’’ 

To say the budget before us doesn’t 
do anything about these matters is not 
true. 

First of all, we have $15 billion of 
Medicare savings in the underlying 
budget resolution. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, we have a reserve fund called 
the Health Information Technology Re-
serve Fund. All of us know the expan-
sion of information technology in 
health could lead to very significant 
savings. In 2005, only 15 to 20 percent of 

physicians’ offices and 20 to 25 percent 
of hospitals had electronic medical 
records systems. According to esti-
mates by a RAND study from 2005, our 
Nation’s health care system could save 
more than $81 billion annually if we 
had widespread implementation of 
electronic medical records—$81 billion 
a year. That totally dwarfs the savings 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. President, I know the Senator 
from Ohio is here and wishes to re-
spond. I yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend, the Senator from North Da-
kota, for his terrific work on this budg-
et, and I rise to oppose the Ensign 
amendment. 

Medicare is a social contract. Indi-
viduals pay into the program during 
their working years, and they receive 
health coverage when they retire. One 
good way to undermine universal sup-
port, to undermine support for the pro-
gram is to arbitrarily make part of the 
Medicare population pay a signifi-
cantly higher price for the same prod-
uct. Ultimately, this will drive higher 
income individuals out of the program 
to purchase their own coverage. When 
that begins to occur, working individ-
uals will begin to wonder why they are 
paying Medicare taxes when Medicare 
coverage may or may not be worth 
their while on retirement. 

Medicare, I repeat, is a social con-
tract. Efforts to undermine it, such as 
this one, will fail. 

It is interesting that there are Mem-
bers of this body who want to raise 
taxes on Medicare beneficiaries while 
at the same time cut taxes for Donald 
Trump. I repeat: Raise taxes for Medi-
care beneficiaries but cut taxes on 
some of the wealthiest individuals in 
our country. If you want to undermine 
Medicare, create winners and losers 
among its enrollees, then that is the 
way to do it. 

There is something else at work here, 
though. I came to the House of Rep-
resentatives 14 years ago, and almost 
immediately, I saw the hostility many 
Members of this body and that body 
felt toward Medicare. In 1995, when the 
Republicans took control of the House 
of Representatives, one of the first 
things they did—it was their first op-
portunity to go after Medicare—they 
proposed tens of billions of dollars in 
cuts in Medicare in order to pay for 
their tax cuts for the wealthiest peo-
ple. The same kind of thing here—cut 
Medicare to pay for tax cuts on the 
wealthiest people in our country. That 
is the kind of hostility they had. Every 
time they had a chance, once they were 
in the majority, they tried to do it. 

The Speaker of the House in those 
days said that under his plan, Medicare 
would wither on the vine. So they 
began attempts to privatize Medicare, 
to shift to fee-for-service. Traditional 
Medicare, which had served this coun-
try well—at that point for three dec-
ades, now for four decades—they want-
ed to take traditional Medicare and to 
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privatize it and push some Medicare 
beneficiaries out of traditional Medi-
care into Medicare managed care. The 
Government pays more for Medicare 
managed care, and beneficiaries and 
taxpayers get less for those dollars. 
But it is all part of their efforts to un-
dermine Medicare. 

Maybe we should go back further 
than 10 years ago or 14 years ago and 
go back to 1965 when Medicare was cre-
ated. In this body, overwhelming num-
bers of Republicans opposed Medicare, 
the creation of it. In this body and 
across the hall, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, a huge, overwhelming 
majority of Republicans opposed the 
creation of Medicare then. They were 
hostile to the concept of universal cov-
erage, of making sure every elderly 
person in this country had the oppor-
tunity to enroll in Medicare. They are 
hostile to it today, and they were hos-
tile to it in 1995, when Speaker Ging-
rich said Medicare would wither on the 
vine. They began the attempts to cut 
Medicare on the one hand and to do 
further damage by privatizing it on the 
other. 

We are continuing to see this assault 
even now. They say they are for Medi-
care. They run television ads saying: 
We would never cut Medicare; we think 
it is a great program. But when they 
come to the floor of this body, of this 
Senate Chamber, over and over, from 
every different direction, they attack 
one of the single greatest programs 
that this Government has ever created 
and that our people have ever had. 

In 1965, half the elderly in this coun-
try had no health insurance. Today, 
after 411⁄2 years of Medicare, almost ev-
erybody in our country is covered. If 
they had their way, they would begin 
to privatize, they would begin to cut, 
and Medicare would not be the uni-
versal program with the universal, 
overwhelming support of the people in 
this country. 

If the Senate wants to reflect what 
the people in this country think, we 
should overwhelmingly defeat the En-
sign amendment because it undercuts 
what is best about our health care sys-
tem. It undercuts the universal nature 
of Medicare, which works for every-
body. If you want to preserve Medicare, 
there are things we can do to fix it, to 
make some small adjustments. But 
this amendment is not the way. We 
should defeat the Ensign amendment. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I have at-
tempted not to respond to the Senator 
from Ohio because he appears to be 
stuck in the period of 1960, when, ap-
parently, our position was defined by 
somebody who was here in 1960. I 
wasn’t here in 1960. I probably won’t be 
here in 2025. In fact, I am absolutely 
sure I won’t be. But that is going to be 
when this Medicare system goes broke. 

What I am concerned about is my 
children, America’s children, and their 
children being able to afford this sys-
tem when I retire and the rest of my 
generation retires and makes it basi-
cally unaffordable. The proposals the 

President has put forward are an at-
tempt to make the system solvent, or 
at least more solvent. It doesn’t bring 
it into solvency, and there are reasons 
for that. 

The Senator from North Dakota 
makes a good point: Rural hospitals 
are not reimbursed correctly under the 
formula. But that is not the issue 
which is being raised by the Cornyn 
amendment. That issue, actually, will 
be addressed by the Grassley amend-
ment, which I understand is going to be 
offered to get the reimbursement 
straight. 

What is very obvious is that there is 
an inflated reimbursement rate occur-
ring within Medicare of about 1.2 per-
cent due to technology advancements 
and due to savings through efficiencies, 
which is inuring to the benefit of the 
system at the expense of the long-term 
life structure of the system. It is rea-
sonable to take half that benefit—half 
that benefit—and apply it to make sure 
the system has more solvency to it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 472 
Mr. President, I send an amendment 

to the desk on behalf of Senator EN-
SIGN, and I ask that it be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
OBAMA). Without objection, the pend-
ing amendment is set aside, and the 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
GREGG], for Mr. ENSIGN, for himself, Mr. 
GREGG, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 472. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require wealthy Medicare bene-

ficiaries to pay a greater share of their 
Medicare Part D premiums) 
On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$102,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$312,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$633,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$868,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$1,113,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$102,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$312,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$633,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$868,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$1,113,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$102,000,000. 
On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$312,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$633,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$868,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$1,113,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$102,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$414,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$1,048,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$1,916,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$3,029,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$102,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$414,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$1,048,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$1,916,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$3,029,000,000. 

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$300,000,000. 

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$300,000,000. 

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$600,000,000. 

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$600,000,000. 

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$800,000,000. 

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$800,000,000. 

On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$33,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$33,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$68,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$68,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$113,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$113,000,000. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the En-
sign amendment addresses what the 
Senator from Ohio started speaking on. 
He anticipated, I guess, this amend-
ment. 

To try to explain the way the Medi-
care system works today, Part A you 
pay for, theoretically, with your hos-
pital insurance. Part B, which deals 
with doctors, you pay for, theoreti-
cally, with a premium, but the pre-
mium is subsidized to the tune of 75 
percent of the cost of the premium. 
Part D, you don’t pay for anything, for 
all intents and purposes, except for the 
insurance, to the extent you buy insur-
ance. But the actual coverage that is 
federally supplied is not paid for. Part 
D is a drug benefit. This amendment 
says that high-income individuals, peo-
ple with incomes over $80,000 individ-
ually and $160,000 jointly, should have 
to pay a fair proportion of the premium 
of Part D that is now being subsidized 
by working Americans. 

Let me try to put it in context. There 
is a single woman working in a res-
taurant in downtown Des Moines or 
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there is a mother and father working 
on an assembly line in Poughkeepsie or 
there is a father working in a garage in 
New Hampshire. Those individuals, 
working for a living and trying to 
make ends meet, trying to do all the 
things you want to do to make your 
life better, are paying the cost of the 
drug insurance for retired Senators and 
for people who have extraordinary 
amounts of money—for example, Bill 
Gates’ father. I don’t mean to pick on 
Bill Gates’ father, I am sure he is a 
nice man, but he has enough money to 
pay for his drug insurance under the 
Part D Program, as can retired Sen-
ators, in most instances. Yet those peo-
ple are being subsidized by working 
Americans because we have this sys-
tem which doesn’t require people to 
pay any portion of the fair cost of their 
drug insurance. We do it under Part B, 
we do require high-income people to 
pay, but under Part D, we don’t. Now, 
with Part B, we don’t require them to 
pay enough, but we at least require 
them to pay something. Part D, we 
don’t. 

So this amendment simply says that 
in the Part D Program, high-income 
people, people with incomes over 
$80,000 and $160,000, should have to pay 
some of their cost. I find it incredible 
that the Senator from Ohio opposes 
that on the grounds of fairness to 
working Americans. The working 
Americans are the ones having to pay 
that cost. It is just incomprehensible 
to me that the other side of the aisle, 
which consistently talks in terms of 
making sure high-income people pay a 
fair share of the burden of the Federal 
Government’s costs, are not willing to 
ask those same high-income individ-
uals pay the fair share of the cost of 
Medicare. And we are not even asking 
for a fair share, quite honestly. 

So that is what the Ensign amend-
ment does. It is a very appropriate 
amendment, and it would save a sig-
nificant amount of money over the 
long term for the Medicare trust fund. 
I think it is somewhere around $1 tril-
lion. It would actually move the Medi-
care system toward solvency by $1 tril-
lion over the actuarial life, which is 75 
years. In the short term, it is obviously 
nowhere near that number. But it is a 
significant effort to try to put in place 
a good policy, a correct policy, which is 
that high-income individuals should 
pay a fairer cost of their drug benefit 
and at the same time use those funds 
to make the Medicare system more sol-
vent for seniors who are going to be re-
tiring in the future. It is very reason-
able. It only affects 5 percent of sen-
iors, which means 95 percent of seniors 
are not impacted at all and, thus, it 
should be done. It should be done now. 
We shouldn’t wait to do it. We should 
do it now because now this problem is 
coming at us pretty fast. If we don’t 
get started on it, it is like that old oil 
filter ad: You can pay me now or pay 
me later. If we wait until later, this 
will be extraordinarily expensive. This 
is one of the things we should do, along 

with the original Cornyn amendment. 
We should also do that. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I actu-
ally enjoy listening to my colleague, 
Senator GREGG, because he is thought-
ful and passionate on these matters, 
and in many ways we are in very close 
agreement. I know it may not appear 
that way to people listening, but there 
are many things the Senator says that 
are absolutely true, and so that part of 
his presentation I want to agree with. 

It is absolutely the case that we are 
headed on a course which is unsustain-
able. It is absolutely the case we can-
not continue on the current path. It is 
absolutely the case that, in my judg-
ment, a policy initiative along the 
lines of what the Ensign amendment 
provides is going to have to be part of 
an ultimate solution. In fact, I voted 
for such things with respect to Part B 
in the past. I have supported them pub-
licly. I have campaigned on those 
things. But I must say, the reality here 
is this: We all know the budget resolu-
tion does certain things and does not 
do certain other things. The budget 
resolution, as much as we might want 
it to, does not determine policy out-
comes such as those prescribed in the 
Ensign amendment or, for that matter, 
the Cornyn amendment. It simply 
doesn’t have that power. 

The budget resolution will give an as-
signment to the Finance Committee of 
how much money to raise, of how much 
money to spend. It does not tell them 
how to do it. Both the Cornyn amend-
ment and the Ensign amendment seek 
to do something the budget resolution 
cannot do. They seek to prescribe, to 
require the Finance Committee to 
come up with certain policy outcomes. 
The Budget Committee does not have 
that power, it does not have that au-
thority, and it cannot be done through 
a budget resolution. 

Let’s be square with people who are 
listening about what we can do and 
what we cannot do. The effect of these 
amendments, the true effect, will not 
be to do any of the policy prescriptions 
we talked about here. It will only be to 
reduce the amount of money for Medi-
care the Finance Committee has to 
meet the needs of the American people. 
That is what these amendments will 
do. 

On the specific policy of the Ensign 
amendment, I am sympathetic to the 
basic notion. The problem is the spe-
cifics. The devil is in the details. First, 
as a member of the Finance Committee 
as well as the Budget Committee—and 
the Finance Committee will decide 
this, not the Budget Committee—on 
the policy of this amendment raising 
Part D premiums for certain higher in-
come enrollees, I have many questions. 
How would CMS go about charging 
some people higher premiums under 
Part D when the premiums are set by 
drug plans, by private drug plans, not 
by CMS? How is that going to work? 
How can CMS require higher premiums 
to be collected from private plans? As 
we all know, there are more than 1,500 

private drug plans, each with a sepa-
rate premium they offer. How, conceiv-
ably, would this policy be imple-
mented? 

Premiums are important price sig-
nals for beneficiaries in the Medicare 
Part D Program. Under this approach, 
would we be setting multiple premiums 
for a single Part D plan? Will this not 
add to the complexity of the program? 
This seems to dramatically complicate 
the market-based approach of Part D. 

When the administration came before 
the Finance Committee on this pro-
posal, they had no answers when asked 
how their premium proposal would ac-
tually work and how it would affect 
the ability of beneficiaries to shop for 
plans. The administration simply had 
not thought through how this would all 
work in the real world. This is another 
reason why the Budget Committee in a 
budget resolution does not make these 
judgments. It simply does not because 
this is a policy determination that is in 
the authority of the Finance Com-
mittee. 

While I am very sympathetic to the 
basic notion of income-related pre-
miums and Medicare—I think it is 
going to have to be part of the long- 
term solution—the Budget Committee 
doesn’t make these determinations. 
The Budget Committee does not make 
this policy. To suggest it does is simply 
to mislead our colleagues and mislead 
those who are listening. The one thing 
that these two amendments, the Cor-
nyn amendment and the Ensign amend-
ment, would do is to cut funding, re-
duce funding that the Finance Com-
mittee would have to provide resources 
under Medicare. All the other things 
they have talked about here, the policy 
prescriptions they have outlined, are a 
nullity. They mean nothing because 
the Budget Committee and the budget 
resolution do not make those decisions. 

Let’s go to the larger question of how 
are we going to get out of this very se-
rious long-term entitlement crunch we 
face? As I have indicated, I believe the 
only way it is going to happen is either 
a working group or a commission that 
is bipartisan in nature, evenly divided 
between Republicans and Democrats, 
that is given the authority to come up 
with a plan and that they then come 
back to Congress on a fast-track basis 
for congressional approval. I believe it 
requires the involvement of the admin-
istration. I believe it requires the in-
volvement of Democrats and Repub-
licans in the Senate and the House. I 
believe it involves health information 
technology—which we have a reserve 
fund in this budget resolution to ad-
dress, which the RAND Corporation has 
told us could save $80 billion a year. 

I believe it involves focusing on the 
chronically ill; that is the 5 percent of 
Medicare beneficiaries who are using 
half of the money. We already know if 
we better coordinated their care, we 
could have substantial budget savings 
and get better health care outcomes. 
What a remarkable thing that would 
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be, to both save money and to get bet-
ter health care outcomes. How could 
that be? Very simply: That 5 percent of 
Medicare beneficiaries who are using 
half of the budget, no one is managing 
their cases—or in most cases nobody is 
managing their cases. So what hap-
pens? They are seeing multiple special-
ists who are giving them multiple pre-
scriptions. They are being subjected to 
multiple tests, none of it very well co-
ordinated. As a result, a lot of money 
is wasted and in many cases they are 
made less healthy. How can that be? 

We did a study with some 20,000 pa-
tients. We put a case manager on every 
one of their cases. It was very inter-
esting. The first thing they did was go 
into their households and get out all 
the prescription drugs they were tak-
ing. On average they found they were 
taking 16 prescription drugs. After re-
view of the cases, they found they 
could cut that in half, cut it down to 
eight prescription drugs. The result 
was, people were healthier. 

Let me give an example from my own 
life. I went into my father-in-law’s 
kitchen and got all the prescription 
drugs he was taking out on the table. 
Sure enough, he was taking 16 different 
prescription drugs. I got on the phone 
to the doctor, started going down the 
list. When I got to the third drug he 
said, My God, he should not be taking 
that. He should not have been taking 
that for the last 3 years. 

I go further down the list, two drugs 
he is taking, the doctor says to me, He 
should never be taking those two to-
gether, they work against each other. 

I said, Doctor, how does this happen? 
He said, It is very simple. Your fa-

ther-in-law has three doctors: a heart 
doctor, a lung doctor, an orthopedic 
specialist; he has me as his family 
practice physician. They are all pre-
scribing different drugs for him. None 
of them know what the other is doing. 
He is sick and confused, his wife is sick 
and confused—we have chaos. 

He said, I am the one who is supposed 
to know, but your father-in-law is get-
ting prescriptions in the hospital phar-
macy, the corner pharmacy, the phar-
macy down at the beach, he is getting 
a mail order. As I say, he was sick and 
confused, his wife was sick and con-
fused and nobody knew what was hap-
pening. He had three MRIs in the last 9 
months of his life. 

That is what is happening in this 
medical system over and over. That is 
where the big money is. These amend-
ments do not do anything about it and 
the fact is, no budget resolution can do 
anything about it because the budget 
resolution does not decide these policy 
matters. It is left to the committee of 
authorization. It is left to the com-
mittee that has jurisdiction, and the 
committee that has jurisdiction on 
these health policy issues is not the 
Budget Committee, as much as I might 
wish it were so. The committee of ju-
risdiction is the Finance Committee. 
They are the ones that will make these 
policy determinations. 

As well meaning as these amend-
ments are, No. 1, they do not do what 
they say they are going to do and, No. 
2, the thing they do accomplish is to 
cut funding for Medicare. And 
MedPAC, the nonpartisan-bipartisan 
professionals who make recommenda-
tions to us on Medicare policy, has said 
these cuts, these specific cuts would be 
counterproductive; that they would cut 
hospitals, they would cut nursing 
homes, they would cut hospice care, 
they would cut ambulance services. In 
rural areas where hospitals are already 
suffering negative margins, what these 
amendments might accomplish is to 
put those health care facilities right 
out of business. That is what would 
happen in my State, according to the 
hospital directors of the more than 40 
hospitals in my State. They say: You 
pass these amendments and some of 
our hospitals are shutting their doors. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the intensity of the Senator from 
North Dakota. I wish it would be fol-
lowed up with legislative language. I 
have heard his talk before on Medicare 
and on his family situation, but he is 
going to be giving that same talk 10 
years from now at the rate we are 
going around here. We are not getting 
anything done. These proposals would 
get things done. 

The concept that this is going to 
close a hospital, a .6 percent reduction 
in the reimbursement rate, which is 
going up? That is absurd on its face. 
No, what is being proposed here is a le-
gitimate effort to try to get at the un-
derlying problem, which is the trust 
fund has a $32 trillion unfunded liabil-
ity—trillion. That is almost the net 
worth of the entire country. That is al-
most as much in taxes as have been 
paid in since the country started. It is 
a huge problem. This budget does noth-
ing about it, even though there has 
been significant rhetoric from the 
other side of the aisle about that. We 
are suggesting we do something about 
it. 

Sure, the budget doesn’t do the nuts 
and bolts of policy, but the budget has 
a lot of policy in it. You cannot on one 
hand say we don’t do nuts and bolts of 
policy and then have a budget which is 
laden with policy—assumptions and 
specific language—in SCHIP, in taxes, 
in war fighting. It is inconsistent. 

This is a reasoned approach, both of 
these amendments. Why shouldn’t 
somebody making more than $160,000 a 
year pay some fair percentage of their 
drug costs so somebody who does not 
have that type of money can afford the 
drug costs down the road? Of course, 
they should. These two amendments 
are as close to apple pie as you can get 
if you are going to try to address the 
issue of Medicare. They are reasonable. 
If we can’t do this, then we can’t fix 
the Medicare system. That is the prob-
lem. If we do not fix the Medicare sys-
tem on our watch—since we are the 

problem, the baby boom generation— 
then we have real issues. That is why 
we should proceed with these amend-
ments. 

I see Senator SMITH is here. I suggest 
we move on to his amendment so we 
can get on the time. 

Mr. CONRAD. We can do that after I 
yield 5 minutes to Senator STABENOW 
on these amendments, and then we can. 

Mr. GREGG. Why don’t we agree by 
unanimous consent that after Senator 
STABENOW speaks for 5 minutes we go 
to Senator SMITH? 

Mr. CONRAD. Fair enough. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Michigan is recog-

nized. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

thank the chairman and everyone for 
all the hard work they are doing on 
this very important budget. I am happy 
to talk about ways we can save dollars 
in Medicare without cutting access or 
quality under Medicare. These amend-
ments do not do that. These amend-
ments start from the premise that we 
are going to cut providers. Let’s look 
at doctors or hospitals or home health 
or maybe hospice, maybe nursing 
homes. It says what we ought to be 
doing is cutting back on payments in 
this system, which will cut back on 
their ability to service people, the abil-
ity for people to get care they need. 

I find it so interesting on all of these 
amendments that folks—my friends on 
the other side of the aisle—go after 
those who are receiving health care. 
Medicare is a universal system. Every-
one pays in. It involves choice. You can 
go to an HMO or your own doctor, you 
can sign up for Part B and get more 
coverage, pay a bigger premium, Part 
B—it is a system that has worked, but 
everyone has paid in. 

So this notion that somehow we are 
going to pick this apart on the floor of 
the Senate without going through the 
process of looking at the whole system 
and how we really achieve savings, 
really achieve savings without cutting 
services, is mind boggling to me. 

We saw a $400 billion Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit pass the Senate, 
which now costs more—we do not know 
how much more but costs more—by the 
way, unpaid for, paid for on a credit 
card, I guess, that we know could be 
less than that. 

If we talk about savings in Medicare, 
let’s negotiate prescription drug prices. 
That is a way to make sure that we 
lower the price of Medicare. Now, it 
would involve taking on folks who 
many of my friends on the other side of 
the aisle support, industries that bene-
fitted from this Medicare bill. But 
rather than saying we are going to cut 
our doctors trying to service our sen-
iors, or our hospitals trying to hold it 
together and treating people, or home 
health, rather than saying we are going 
to cut out services in some way, let’s 
go to the real cost. I am happy to go to 
the real costs that we can address 
while increasing access and quality. 
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One is to negotiate a better deal, ne-

gotiate a better deal for prescription 
drugs. I hope we are going to, in fact, 
do that as a Congress to be able to get 
a better deal. 

Another thing would be to take the 
31 cents on every dollar in health care 
that is the administrative cost—most 
of this is generated by the Federal Gov-
ernment in some way—and address 
health information technology, which 
many of us have worked on, Senator 
SNOWE and I have legislation on, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, Senator ENZI. We have 
bipartisan interest. Let’s tackle that, 
and that would increase quality and ac-
cess and dramatically cut the cost. 

E-prescribing of prescription drugs 
alone, according to the Rand Corpora-
tion, would save $80 billion, just your 
pharmacy being able to talk to your 
doctor, talk to the hospital, and so on. 

I came from a meeting where people 
were talking about great things: the 
increase in quality and access, and cut-
ting costs. So let’s talk about health 
IT. Let’s talk about generic drugs 
which, if we have more competition 
from generic drugs, we would dramati-
cally bring down the costs of Medicare. 

So there is a lot we can do that does 
not involve going to the folks pro-
viding care and saying: We are going to 
cut you one more time. We are going to 
cut you one more time, or going to the 
universal nature of a health care sys-
tem. This is not a low-income system. 
This is a universal system where every-
body in America pays in, and it is 
stronger because of that. 

So I would say that we should reject 
the two amendments in front of us. But 
we should certainly get about the busi-
ness of addressing health care costs in 
this country through Medicare and 
through other means. We spend almost 
twice as much of our GDP on health 
care than any other country, with 50 
million people with no health insur-
ance. That alone shows there is some-
thing wrong with that picture. 

We know we have had increases in 
Medicare, no question about it. But 
let’s look at where they are coming 
from. Let’s look at where they are 
coming from. Certainly, the area of 
lacking prescription drug competition 
is a big one. Administrative costs is a 
big one. Let’s look at where we can 
save costs. I know it means taking on 
some pretty big special interests. 
There has been an unwillingness to do 
that because there are folks who make 
a lot of money off of Medicare, a lot of 
money. 

I would not suggest it is the doctors 
or the hospital or the hospices or home 
health nurses, but there are folks who 
make a lot of money. They do not want 
to see us deal with the real costs. So 
let’s go back one more time after the 
providers. Let’s go back one more time 
and try to dismantle what is a uni-
versal health care system called Medi-
care. It works. 

Frankly, I would like to see that 
kind of a universal system available, 
that is structurally available to every 

American, not just find ways to cut the 
one part of universal health care that 
we have in this country. I would hope 
that we would leave it to the Finance 
Committee to wrestle with all of those 
issues and let us figure out how to do 
this right. 

I would hope my colleagues would 
say no to these two amendments that 
take us backwards in providing health 
care for every American. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
AMENDMENT NO. 510 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the efforts of the chairman and 
ranking member in setting forth a 
budget for the United States. 

I come to the floor today to speak 
briefly about two amendments that I 
have at the desk that focus on two 
issues relating to health care, which I 
think are very important. I hear a lot 
of support in the Chamber for the reau-
thorization of SCHIP. I, for one, not 
only want to reauthorize it but expand 
it. 

There are all kinds of ideas for how 
to fund such a thing. I am here today 
to speak substantially about how we 
actually get the real dollars to accom-
plish that. 

It is hard to do a townhall meeting in 
my State where the issue of health 
care does not come up. It should come 
up. Usually there is a story about a 
child with a health condition ranging 
from a cold to a broken leg, sometimes 
cancer, children who do not have ac-
cess to health care. You see it in the 
papers nearly every day. Frankly, it is 
inexcusable in the United States of 
America. 

So I have come today to make a pro-
posal on the budget that is unusual for 
me because it involves a tax increase. I 
am very proud of my record in the Or-
egon State Senate and the U.S. Senate 
of opposing new taxes and voting to re-
duce taxes. But when it is appropriate, 
I have in the past voted to increase 
taxes on tobacco products in order to 
provide money for health care because 
of the important nexus that exists be-
tween tobacco use and public health 
care costs. 

So today with my amendment I am 
proposing that Congress dedicate an in-
crease in the tobacco products excise 
tax of up to 61 cents to SCHIP reau-
thorization. 

In my home State of Oregon, 117,000 
children do not have access to health 
insurance. We know almost half of 
these children are currently eligible for 
either Medicaid or SCHIP but they 
simply are not enrolled. The challenge 
Oregon faces is that even if they allo-
cate adequate State funding to cover 
these children, they do not have 
enough Federal money under the cur-
rent SCHIP allotment to enroll them. 

Increasing the tobacco excise tax 
would allow Oregon to reach out, as in 
other States, to find those kids and get 
them enrolled so they have health care 
coverage. Oregon is one of many States 

that have a looming so-called shortfall. 
Starting in 2009 the State of Oregon 
will run out of money to simply cover 
the children who are currently en-
rolled, to say nothing of those who are 
eligible but unenrolled. 

Should that happen, the State would 
potentially cut off new enrollments 
and be forced to reduce eligibility lev-
els. So increasing the tobacco excise 
tax will stop that from happening. 
While we do not yet have an official 
score from the Congressional Budget 
Office, we do know that based on their 
estimates a 50-cent increase would gen-
erate an additional $26.6 billion in new 
revenue. 

The tax now stands at 39 cents. I pro-
posed in my amendment to increase 
that up to 61 cents for a total Federal 
tobacco tax of $1. That would be dedi-
cated to reauthorize SCHIP. I believe if 
the Finance Committee chooses to uti-
lize the full 61-cent increase, we would 
see at least $30 billion for SCHIP, if not 
the $35 billion. 

Therefore, I hope my colleagues will 
find it in their hearts and in their 
mouths to vote aye when this very im-
portant vote is cast because it literally 
means health care for children. Many 
groups have supported this amend-
ment. To name a few prominent ones: 
the March of Dimes, Families USA, the 
American Hospital Association, the 
National Council of Community Behav-
ioral Health Centers, America’s Health 
Insurance Plans, and First Focus. 

AMENDMENT NO. 509 
My second amendment relates to the 

battle against HIV/AIDS. This battle is 
being hindered because we are not fo-
cusing enough effort on providing early 
treatment to individuals who have 
been diagnosed with this disease. By 
targeting treatment earlier, we can 
help prevent the progression to full- 
blown AIDS. This is especially true for 
low-income individuals who may lack 
stable access to potential lifesaving 
pharmaceutical treatments and other 
health care services. 

While Medicaid is an important pro-
vider of health care to those living 
with HIV/AIDS, most States require 
that individuals become disabled before 
they can qualify for coverage. In a 
sense, they must become sicker before 
they get treatment. That is simply not 
right. Full-blown AIDS is an incredibly 
costly illness to treat. It has much 
more of an impact on an individual’s 
quality of life than HIV. 

From a fiscal and moral standpoint it 
is essential that we focus more of our 
resources on providing early treatment 
to individuals with HIV. That is why I 
am filing an amendment to the budget 
resolution that would create a $500 mil-
lion deficit-neutral reserve fund for 
demonstration projects that provide 
Medicaid coverage to low-income indi-
viduals diagnosed with HIV. 

It is similar to the bill that I filed 
last week along with 20 of my col-
leagues that extends to all States the 
option of providing Medicaid coverage 
to these individuals. 
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That initiative, known as the Early 

Treatment for HIV Act, or ETHA, was 
modeled after the successful breast and 
cervical cancer benefit added to the 
Medicaid Program several years ago. 
The treatment authorized under my 
amendment would be provided in the 
same earlier-is-better fashion, so that 
more HIV/AIDS cases are prevented 
from reaching the point of full-blown 
AIDS. 

My amendment would provide Con-
gress and the Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services the opportunity to 
learn more about the cost-saving bene-
fits of treating HIV in its early stages. 
It is expected that in addition to Med-
icaid, other Federal programs such as 
SSI and Medicare will realize signifi-
cant long-term savings by preventing 
individuals from being disabled by 
AIDS. 

With more and more States having fi-
nancial difficulties with their AIDS 
drug assistance programs, it is impor-
tant that we provide alternative meth-
ods of delivering treatment to those 
with HIV/AIDS who may be living in 
poverty. Most importantly, we will be 
able to help individuals with HIV lead 
healthier and longer lives. That way 
they can remain active participants in 
both the community and the workforce 
and improve their chances of living to 
one day see a cure for their illness. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
support this amendment. It is a reason-
able and responsible placeholder to add 
to the Senate’s budget blueprint. I look 
forward to working with all of you in 
passing this legislation should we 
enact it in the budget. I think we can 
greatly improve Medicaid services in 
this way to those with low incomes 
who are afflicted with HIV. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Senator ENSIGN will 

now be recognized for 5 minutes. We 
will then go to Senator WYDEN, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, and Senator DORGAN. 

We appreciate very much Senator 
ENSIGN limiting his remarks to 5 min-
utes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 472 
Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, my 

amendment would impose an income 
test on the wealthiest seniors to ensure 
that they pay a greater share of their 
Medicare prescription drug coverage. 

A couple of years ago, we had a vote 
in the Senate that would income-re-
late—in other words, means test Medi-
care Part B, which pays for medical 
services, like doctors’ services. Medi-
care Part D is the part that pays for 
prescription drugs. 

Mr. President, we already means test 
Medicare Part B. In order to put the 
Medicare program on better financial 
footing, we should extend the existing 
Medicare Part B income test to the 
Medicare prescription drug program. 

It makes no sense for Bill Gates’s fa-
ther to have his prescription drugs paid 
for by a schoolteacher or a firefighter 
or a police officer or any other middle- 

income American. This amendment 
says that a single senior, with an an-
nual adjusted gross income over $80,000 
and couples with annual adjusted in-
comes of over $160,000 a year would be 
responsible for a greater share of their 
Medicare Part D premium. 

I have a chart that shows that the 
vast majority of Medicare beneficiaries 
would not be impacted by this pro-
posal. Almost 96 percent of Medicare 
beneficiaries would not be affected by 
my amendment. This means that only 
the wealthiest 4.3 percent of seniors en-
rolled in Medicare Part D will pay 
higher premiums in 2008. Wealthy sen-
iors have the means. We should not be 
burdening our children and grand-
children with even further debt by sub-
sidizing wealthy seniors. That is what 
this amendment essentially does. It 
says that wealthy seniors should pay 
more for the Medicare prescription 
drug benefit. 

The other side of the aisle says that 
we should raise taxes on the wealthy. 
This isn’t raising taxes. This is getting 
wealthy seniors to pay for a benefit 
they are receiving that they never paid 
for. In the past, AARP and others have 
said that we should not means test 
Medicare. 

In this instance, means testing is 
fair. Remember, that the Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit is a new benefit. 
Today’s seniors did not pay into the 
Medicare program, through payroll 
taxes, with the promise of a prescrip-
tion drug benefit. What this amend-
ment says is that if you can afford to 
pay higher prices for the Medicare Part 
D premium, then you should. That is, 
in essence, what this amendment is 
about. It is about fairness. Let’s treat 
middle-income taxpayers of today and 
the future in a fair way by saying 
wealthy seniors—such as Bill Gates’ fa-
ther, such as my father, such as seniors 
who are in the upper-income brackets— 
pay their fair share instead of dumping 
this liability on future generations of 
taxpayers and making them pay higher 
taxes because we want to subsidize sen-
iors to the current extent. 

The Medicare Part B program is al-
ready means tested. We should further 
means test the Medicare program by 
requiring Medicare beneficiaries who 
make over $80,000 a year as a single and 
$160,000 a year as a couple, responsible 
for a greater share of their Medicare 
prescription drug premium. 

To show a little support, the Wash-
ington Post, which is not exactly a 
conservative newspaper—and usually 
isn’t in my corner—wrote: 

One worthy proposal, contained in the 
Bush budget, would have imposed higher 
Medicare prescription premiums for higher- 
income beneficiaries . . . Unfortunately an 
amendment to that effect was defeated in 
the budget committee. 

That was my amendment. 
If Democrats are serious about dealing 

with health care entitlement spending, isn’t 
it time for them to demonstrate that? 

I believe it is time to demonstrate 
that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I begin 

by commending Senator CONRAD and 
Senator GREGG for doing an exception-
ally good job bringing extraordinary 
professionalism and thoughtfulness to 
this debate, particularly because 
Chairman CONRAD and Senator GREGG 
have focused on what are the big issues 
for this country. Relating to the do-
mestic side of the budget—we all know 
the big international issue is Iraq—the 
big issues are taxes and health care. 
One of the most attractive parts of the 
Conrad budget is that it lays the foun-
dation for this country to look at big 
fixes to our tax system and to health 
care. 

If we listen to all the technical lingo 
that comes up over the course of this 
discussion—pay-go, firewalls, reserve 
funds; perhaps the staff director, who 
does such a terrific job, Mary Naylor, 
may know about some of the intrica-
cies of these terms—it is a complicated 
world of ‘‘budgetese.’’ What we do un-
derstand, however, are taxes and 
health care. The Bush tax cuts expire 
at the end of 2010. One of the reasons I 
support the Conrad budget is that it 
lays the foundation for meaningful tax 
reform. The Presiding Officer certainly 
hears this across the country: The tax 
system is broken. We now have three 
changes in the Tax Code for every 
working day. There have been more 
than 14,000 changes to the Tax Code 
since the last comprehensive tax re-
form. We are all getting ready to do 
our taxes again. Americans this spring 
will spend more money filling out tax 
forms than our Government spends on 
higher education. Senator CONRAD has 
pointed out the problem of tax havens 
and tax scams. There is an oppor-
tunity, as a result of this budget, to 
come together in a bipartisan way and 
fix the tax system. We know what 
needs to be done. 

First, we to have clear out all the 
clutter, the thousands and thousands of 
loopholes that have been added since 
the last tax reform effort. Second, we 
have to simplify the system. I have 
brought to the Chamber a one-page 1040 
form that is in my fair flat tax legisla-
tion that I will be reintroducing, and I 
have had a number of good conversa-
tions with our friend from New Hamp-
shire about it. This is a chance for Sen-
ators to work together in a bipartisan 
way. The people at Money Magazine, 
the financial magazine, took my 1040 
form and filled out their taxes in 15 
minutes. It will bring about a dramatic 
change in American taxation. So we 
clean out the clutter, make the system 
simpler, and then keep progressivity. 

There is a model for the Senate to 
follow. Senator GREGG and I heard a bit 
about it in the Budget Committee. Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I heard a lot about 
it in the Finance Committee, when 
then-Chairman Grassley held hearings 
on tax reform during the last session. 
That is to take those principles I out-
lined—clear out the loopholes, hold 
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down the rates, simplify the system, 
and keep progressivity—and once 
again, because of this budget, fix Amer-
ican taxation in a bipartisan way. 

It is worth noting that every witness 
who came before the Senate Finance 
Committee during the last session to 
talk about taxation said building on 
the principles of the 1986 Tax Reform 
Act were the way to go. Witnesses 
came to the Budget Committee earlier 
this year. They all said this was the 
right direction, to build on the prin-
ciples of 1986. I have indicated to Sen-
ator GREGG—and I am interested in 
working with him; he was part of the 
discussions that took place in the 
Budget Committee—it is worth wrap-
ping this subject up by way of saying 
the budget that is before us now, the 
Conrad budget. It allows for the Senate 
to come together in a bipartisan way 
to fix the tax system. This is emi-
nently doable. 

The President had a commission on 
taxation. My one-page 1040 form is 30 
lines long. The President’s is 34 lines 
long. For purposes of Government 
work, the two are equivalent. Demo-
crats and Republicans can come to-
gether on this, simplify the tax system, 
do what was done in 1986 to clean out 
the clutter, hold down the rates, and 
keep progressivity so that everybody 
has a chance to get ahead. 

We have heard a lot of talk about 
class warfare. I am sure the Presiding 
Officer hears a great deal about this 
topic as he travels around the country. 
What Americans want is a system that 
gives everybody the opportunity to get 
ahead. That is what we ought to be 
working on. That is what this budget 
allows. 

In addition to taxes, this legislation 
allows for a bipartisan effort in this 
Congress to fix American health care, 
because of the reserve fund that is in 
the bill and constructive efforts that 
are going on in the Senate. In all def-
erence to the Presiding Officer, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois, and 
our other colleagues who are running 
for President of the United States, 
there is a feeling that this question of 
fixing American health care is some-
thing that will be dealt with in 2009. I 
am here to tell the Senate, I believe 
there is a good chance the Senate will 
come together in 2007. Five Democratic 
Senators and five Republican Senators 
sent a letter to the President, an im-
portant letter that involved both sides 
coming together. The Republicans who 
signed the letter said: If you are going 
to fix health care, you have to get ev-
erybody covered. If you don’t get ev-
erybody covered, the costs for those 
who are uninsured get shifted to those 
who are insured. That is a statement 
about universal coverage. It is about 
100 percent coverage. Our colleague 
from South Carolina, Senator DEMINT, 
and others, have some good ideas about 
how to accomplish that. Republicans 
moved in a way that is going to allow 
for a comprehensive bipartisan effort 
to fix health care. Democrats did as 

well because the Democrats who signed 
the letter said: We need to modernize 
the marketplace. We have a tax system 
for health care that made sense for the 
1940s; it doesn’t make sense for 2007. 
The Tax Code for health coverage dis-
proportionately rewards the most 
wealthy and promotes inefficiency. 
That is how the Federal government is 
spending $250 billion. The Democrats 
and Republicans came together and 
said: We want to work in a bipartisan 
way. Republican Senators such as 
TRENT LOTT and MIKE CRAPO and BOB 
BENNETT and JIM DEMINT and JOHN 
THUNE, Democrats such as KENT CON-
RAD, KEN SALAZAR, Senator CANTWELL, 
Senator KOHL, and myself said: With 
all due respect to our good friend from 
Illinois and our colleagues who are 
seeking the highest office in the land, 
we are going to do our best to fix 
health care in this Congress. We have 
an opportunity with our letter. 

The Presiding Officer knows I have 
introduced S. 334, the Healthy Ameri-
cans Act. When I introduced that bill, 
the CEO of Safeway stood with me, 
Steve Burd, with more than 200,000 em-
ployees, as did Andy Stern, the presi-
dent of the Service Employees Inter-
national Union, with almost 2 million 
members. Back in 1993 and 1994, busi-
ness and labor were fighting each 
other. Now they are coming together. 
What a remarkable transition. In 1993, 
the business community said: We can’t 
afford health care reform. In 2007, the 
business community is saying: We 
can’t afford not to fix health care. 

We have laid a bipartisan foundation 
in the Conrad budget for Democrats 
and Republicans to come together in 
this session to fix health care. 

An issue came up as we were going 
forward on the reserve fund that high-
lights that while I think a comprehen-
sive fix of American health care can be 
done, there are going to be challenges 
along the way. One of them is how to 
deal with the CHIP program, the pro-
gram that helps our youngsters. There 
is great support on both sides of the 
aisle for the CHIP program. But there 
have been some in the Senate who have 
said: We have to do CHIP and health 
reform together. We have to do both 
together, and that is the way to ap-
proach it. The universal coverage legis-
lation isn’t quite ready to go. I am 
hopeful it will be ready before too long 
and that it will be bipartisan. The Con-
rad budget makes it possible for Sen-
ators to come together through a re-
serve fund for universal coverage. 

I also want to make sure that the 
millions of youngsters who need health 
care now are not forced to wait. We 
should not deny those youngsters jus-
tice right now, when the need, as the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois 
knows, is so great. 

What we said in the budget is that 
after SCHIP is resolved—and I hope it 
will be very shortly—and we meet 
those urgent needs of millions of 
youngsters, then we proceed to the 
question of bipartisan efforts to ensure 
there is comprehensive health reform. 

Those are the two big issues of our 
time—tax reform and health care—that 
relate to the domestic side of the budg-
et. The Conrad budget leaves space for 
Democrats and Republicans to come 
together and fix our tax system and fix 
American health care. 

(Mr. BROWN assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. WYDEN. Under the Conrad budg-

et, and the fair flat tax I have intro-
duced, we could have a one-page 1040 
form. People in the State of Ohio—I ad-
vise the Presiding Officer, our col-
league from Ohio, and we are thrilled 
to have him in the Senate—could be 
filling out their taxes on a one-page 
form, ensuring progressivity, getting 
rid of the clutter, and holding down 
rates for everybody. Money magazine, 
when they took that form, said they 
could do it in 15 minutes. So all of the 
people in the State of Ohio and else-
where who are pulling together their 
shoe boxes and their receipts right now 
in order to fill out their taxes, they 
could have an alternative, something 
based on a system we know works be-
cause Democrats and Republicans came 
together in 1986 in order to have such a 
tax system. 

The Conrad budget makes it possible 
for us to enact tax reform even before 
the Bush tax cuts of 2010 expire. 

On the health care side, the same bi-
partisan effort could occur: Democrats 
and Republicans could come together 
and fix health care. We establish a uni-
versal coverage fund, a health care re-
form fund, in this budget. It would 
allow, for example, for legislation, like 
the Healthy Americans Act which I in-
troduced, that has brought together 
Andy Stern of the Service Employees 
International Union and Steve Burd, 
the CEO of Safeway, to say: This is 
where we ought to start. It would allow 
for the Democrats and the Repub-
licans—who signed a letter to the 
President of the United States and 
said: We want to work with you, Mr. 
President, to fix health care—it would 
allow for that important effort. 

A number of my colleagues on the 
Republican side have been extremely 
constructive in working with me and 
others to get that legislation before 
the Congress—not in 2009, when the 
popular wisdom suggests we will talk 
about health care, but in this session. 
But before that happens, because of the 
efforts in the Budget Committee that 
are included in the Conrad budget, we 
will first protect and expand the pro-
gram that ensures justice for children 
in health care—the CHIP program. 

The CHIP reauthorization will come 
first. Passing CHIP legislation, how-
ever, is not going to diminish our ef-
forts to work in a bipartisan fashion on 
overall health reform. 

Both Senator GREGG and Senator 
CONRAD are on the floor now. I just 
want to let both of them know, and our 
very talented staff director, Mary 
Naylor, that I believe they have 
brought extraordinary professionalism 
to this effort. They reflect great credit 
on the Senate in terms of how the two 
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of them and their staff work on this 
budget. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
budget that is before us particularly 
because it lays the foundation for the 
Senate to tackle the two big domestic 
issues of our time, taxes and health 
care. There are a lot of issues that 
come before us. Certainly Iraq is the 
premier issue as it relates to the inter-
national front, but the big issues at 
home are taxes and health care. The 
Conrad budget allows for Democrats 
and Republicans to come together on 
taxes, as was done in 1986 for a system 
that gave everybody the chance to get 
ahead. 

I know the Presiding Officer, my 
friend from Ohio, has heard a lot about 
the whole topic of class warfare and 
the like. I think the Senator from Ohio 
hears the same thing I hear at home; 
that everybody ought to have the 
chance to get ahead. Everybody ought 
to have the chance to do it. We could 
do that with a tax reform program that 
is fair to all. This budget allows it, and 
it allows for Democrats and Repub-
licans to come together on health care 
as well. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
budget. I commend Senator CONRAD 
and Senator GREGG. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 525, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment, which I understand is the 
Ensign amendment—is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GREGG. Be set aside so I can 
send up a modification that has been 
cleared by the other side relative to 
the Cornyn amendment, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the Cornyn 
amendment be modified. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, have we seen 
this modification? Let me just reserve 
on that until I have confirmation. 

Is this a Cornyn amendment which is 
being modified? 

Mr. GREGG. Cornyn amendment, as 
modified. 

Mr. CONRAD. That is fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 525), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$6,949,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$9,936,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$13,270,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000.. 

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$6,949,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$9,936,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$13,270,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$4,291,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$6,949,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$9,936,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$13,270,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$6,339,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$13,288,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$23,224,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$36,494,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$6,339,000,000, 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$13,288,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$23,224,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$36,494,000,000. 

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000,000. 

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$4,100,000,000, 

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$6,500,000,000. 

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$6,500,000,000. 

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$9,100,000,000, 

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$9,100,000,000. 

On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$11,900,000,000. 

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$11,900,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$47,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$47,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$191,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$191,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$449,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$449,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$836,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$836,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$1,370,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,370,000,000. 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
TITLE IV—RECONCILIATION 

SEC. 401. SPENDING RECONCILIATION INSTRUC-
TIONS. 

In the Senate, by June 1, 2007, the Finance 
Committee shall report to the Senate 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction suffi-
cient to reduce outlays by $2,000,000,000 in 
2008 and $33,800,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2008 through 2012. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator 
ENSIGN had talked about his amend-
ment, and I did not have a chance to, 
once again, respond. I would like to 
take that opportunity now, while we 
are waiting for Senator DORGAN. Per-
haps Senator GREGG would want to re-
spond to what I might say. Before we 
do that, maybe we should enter into an 
agreement with respect to the votes 
that will occur at 11:30. 

So for that purpose, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 11:30 
a.m., the Senate proceed to vote with 
respect to the following amendments in 
the order listed; that there be 2 min-
utes for debate before each vote, equal-
ly divided, and that after the first vote, 
the time for the votes be limited to 10 
minutes; that no amendments be in 
order to any of the amendments cov-
ered under this agreement: the DeMint 
amendment No. 489, the Allard amend-
ment No. 491, the Baucus amendment 
No. 504, and the Cornyn amendment 
No. 511. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 472 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me 
just take a moment now to respond to 
Senator ENSIGN with respect to the 
amendment he has offered that pur-
ports to affect Part D premiums and 
have higher premiums for those Part D 
Program participants. 

Let me just say, the basic concept, I 
am in sympathy with. The problem is, 
the budget resolution does not make 
these policy determinations. This is a 
determination which is made by the Fi-
nance Committee. That is the com-
mittee of jurisdiction. They are the 
ones who have the sole right to make 
these kinds of policy determinations. 
The Budget Committee, as much as I 
might want it to, does not have the au-
thority to do that. Beyond that, the 
devil is in the details. 

The notion you can charge higher 
premiums—certainly there is a way to 
do that, but the Senator has given us 
no indication of how it might be done. 
When the CMS came before the Fi-
nance Committee on this very issue— 
because this is part of the President’s 
budget—they were asked how they 
would go about charging higher pre-
miums under Part D when the pre-
miums are not set by the Government, 
they are set by private drug plans. 

As we all know, there are something 
like 1,500 Medicare drug plans. Those 
plans each have a separate premium 
they establish. So how is it that CMS 
is going to tell all these private drug 
plans they are to charge higher pre-
miums to higher income people? Those 
private drug plans do not even know 
the income levels of the people who 
subscribe to their plans. So how is it, 
in a real-world situation, these plans 
would charge higher drug premiums? 

Again, the Government does not set 
these premiums. The companies that 
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do set them do not have the informa-
tion upon which to charge higher pre-
miums to higher income people be-
cause they do not know what the in-
come is of the people who subscribe to 
their plans. 

Further, premiums are important 
price signals for beneficiaries in the 
Medicare Part D Program. So would we 
be setting multiple premiums for a sin-
gle Part D plan? Wouldn’t that add to 
the complexity of the program? This 
seems to dramatically complicate the 
market-based approach of Part D. 

I might add, when the administration 
came before the Finance Committee— 
which is the committee of jurisdiction, 
which is the committee that has the 
authority to make these kinds of pol-
icy determinations—they had no an-
swers to any of these questions. They 
just simply had not thought it through. 
That is one of the reasons why we leave 
these kinds of determinations to the 
committee of jurisdiction, because 
they have the expertise to make these 
determinations and to weigh the issue. 
The Budget Committee does not and 
does not have the authority to make 
these determinations. 

Let me say my own belief is that the 
notion of income-relating Medicare 
benefits is going to have to be part of 
a longer term solution. But that is not 
going to be decided on any budget reso-
lution. That is just a fact. All of the 
things Senator ENSIGN talked about 
will have zero effect on the Finance 
Committee. What will affect the Fi-
nance Committee is the number they 
are given of the resources that are 
available for Medicare. 

The effect of the Cornyn amend-
ment—and the effect of the Ensign 
amendment—will be to reduce the re-
sources that are available to the Fi-
nance Committee for Medicare. What is 
that likely to mean? Well, it is very 
clear what it is likely to mean: reduc-
tions in reimbursement for hospitals, 
for nursing homes, for hospice care, for 
ambulance services. That is the real- 
world effect of the Cornyn amendment 
and the Ensign amendment. 

I want to repeat that I got a letter 
from 43 Senators—11 of them Repub-
licans—urging that the budget resolu-
tion not cut reimbursement to hos-
pitals. I just remind them, if that is 
something they are serious about, then 
they are going to want to oppose the 
Cornyn amendment and the Ensign 
amendment because the real upshot of 
those amendments is to reduce funding 
to the Finance Committee for those 
very purposes. 

Mr. President, Senator GREGG may 
like to take the remaining minutes 
here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Yes, Mr. President. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, if you are going to 
vote against the Ensign amendment, 
you are just simply saying millionaires 
in this country should not have to pay 
for their drug benefit under Medicare if 

they are retired and have Medicare eli-
gibility; and all millionaires who are 
retired and over a certain age have 
Medicare eligibility for drug benefits. 
It is that simple. 

To say the Budget Committee should 
not address this issue has the practical 
effect of saying the Budget Committee 
should not address policy at the Fed-
eral level. The Budget Committee, of 
course, has a right to address this issue 
and should address it. In fact, it is the 
proper place to address it as the initial 
step. In fact, you could argue that if 
the Budget Committee does not address 
it, it will never get done because the 
protection that comes from reconcili-
ation, which only the Budget Com-
mittee can give an authorizing com-
mittee—that is, the Finance Com-
mittee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, or any other committee—de-
rives from the Budget resolution, 
which is authored by the Budget Com-
mittee. You probably are not going to 
pass these types of changes without 
reconciliation protection. So that is a 
straw dog argument of the first order. 

This Ensign amendment specifically 
is an attempt to straighten out what 
was clearly an incorrect decision when 
Part D was put in place. The Medicare 
trust fund is $32 trillion out of whack. 
In other words, we know it is going to 
cost $32 trillion—that is with a ‘‘t.’’ 

Try to understand what that means— 
$1 trillion. Nobody can understand $1 
trillion, but it is an amount of money 
that is staggering. All the taxes paid in 
America since our country became a 
government, since our country was cre-
ated, amount to something like $42 
trillion. The entire net worth of Amer-
ica—all your cars, all your stocks, all 
the houses Americans own—represents 
something like $50 trillion, or maybe it 
is not even that high—$47 trillion. 

So we have a liability, which we have 
no idea how we are going to pay for, of 
$32 trillion. The interesting part—that 
is why I want to point this out again— 
is the drug benefit, when it was passed, 
aggravated the liability of the trust 
fund to the tune of $8 trillion. So of 
that $32 trillion—although this chart 
could be used to explain this—of that 
$32 trillion, $8 trillion of that unfunded 
liability was generated by the drug 
benefit. It shouldn’t have been that 
high. One way it should have been ad-
dressed was that we should have had 
wealthy seniors, millionaire seniors, 
which is what the Ensign amendment 
does, paying a fair amount of the cost 
of that drug benefit. The Senator from 
North Dakota says: Well, that can’t be 
done. Of course, it can be done. Of 
course, it can be done. There are all 
sorts of reports that are filed on CMS 
on the cost of reimbursement and how 
they are structuring these insurance 
plans, and there is no question but it 
can be done. More importantly, it 
should be done, as a matter of fairness, 
for working Americans who are car-
rying the burden of seniors. 

I notice Senator DORGAN is here and 
he wants to talk, so I will reserve on 
that. 

The point is pretty important. If you 
want to vote for working Americans to 
not have to subsidize millionaire 
Americans who are retired, you are 
going to want to vote for the Ensign 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from 
North Dakota, Senator DORGAN, is now 
recognized until 11:30. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, some 
would believe, and perhaps should be-
lieve, that this budget issue is very 
complex, very difficult and is hard to 
resolve. I accept all that. But there 
ought to be some things all of us would 
agree are very easy to deal with. The 
slam-dunks, as it were; the issues that 
all of us ought to say: Enough, we are 
not going to put up with this on the 
revenue side. 

Let me tell my colleagues the taxes I 
believe we ought to be getting that we 
are not getting. Should we increase 
them? Absolutely. Those are the taxes 
that would have been paid under nor-
mal circumstances but now are not 
being paid because companies have de-
cided they want to run their income 
through a tax-haven country. They 
want to produce in China, sell in Amer-
ica, and run their income through the 
Cayman Islands. 

What is the purpose of that? To avoid 
paying U.S. taxes. They want all the 
opportunities of being an American 
company but none of the responsibil-
ities to pay the taxes to help this coun-
try run, to help this country do what it 
should do. 

So let me go through some of the ex-
amples. First, let me show a picture of 
the Ugland House. An enterprising re-
porter named ‘‘David Evans’’ did some 
research. This picture shows a five- 
story building on Church Street in the 
Cayman Islands that is home to 12,748 
corporations. Now, we have talked 
about that. I have spoken about it in 
previous months on the floor of the 
Senate. Why do I do that? Everyone 
understands that in this little building 
on a quiet street on the Cayman Is-
lands, there aren’t 12,748 companies. 
That is a legal fiction created by some 
lawyers to allow companies to use this 
address to avoid paying U.S. taxes. 
That is what is inside this white build-
ing: fictional addresses so companies 
can park income here and avoid paying 
taxes to the United States. 

Should we shut that down? You bet 
your life we ought to shut it down— 
just like that. It ought not be con-
troversial. Do we not believe that ev-
erybody ought to pay their fair share 
of taxes as a part of living in this great 
country? So that is one issue. That, by 
the way, is a current tax scam that ex-
ists and is robust. I could go through 
the names of companies that have 
many subsidiaries in tax-haven coun-
tries. I mentioned Halliburton the 
other day. They have 17 subsidiaries in 
the Cayman Islands, a country that has 
never imposed a corporate income tax. 
They also have two subsidiaries in 
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Liechtenstein, for God’s sake. But it is 
not just that company. I could go 
through a whole list of companies that 
have dozens and dozens of subsidiaries 
they have created in tax-haven coun-
tries to avoid paying taxes in this 
country. 

Let me give some other examples of 
what has been going on. This is Dort-
mund, Germany. This is a picture of a 
streetcar in Dortmund, Germany. It is 
interesting. Actually, an American 
company leased the streetcars in Dort-
mund, Germany. Why? Because an 
American company wants to run 
streetcars in Germany? No, not at all. 
These belong to city government in 
Germany. An American corporation 
leased them, and immediately leased 
them back to the German city, and 
then the company is able to claim 
large tax deductions that lower its tax 
burden in the United States. Here is 
what the city councilman, Manfred 
Jostes, said: 

It’s absolutely unbelievable. I still to this 
day can’t believe that something like this 
works. 

A German city councilman trying to 
think through how is it we can lease 
our streetcars to an American com-
pany, they lease them back, we get a 
premium and never lose the oppor-
tunity to use them. The only thing 
that is valuable to the American com-
pany is they don’t have to pay taxes 
because they can claim large deduc-
tions relating to this streetcar system 
in Germany. 

It is not just streetcars. How about 
American companies buying town 
halls? Here is a picture of a town hall 
in a German city that I can’t even pro-
nounce. That is a huge, old town hall 
owned by an American company. Why? 
Because they like town halls in Ger-
many? No. Because they want to be 
able to claim large deductions in an 
abusive cross-border leasing trans-
action with a German city for the pur-
pose of reducing their tax obligations 
in this country. 

Here is a railroad in Belgium owned 
by an American company. Because 
they like to run trains in Belgium? No, 
no. It is about reducing their taxes in 
our country. 

How about an American company 
buying a German sewer system. This 
one—Wachovia Bank has been pretty 
aggressive. They bought a German 
sewer system, and they reportedly get 
$175 million in U.S. tax savings by own-
ing a foreign sewer system. The city in 
Germany—Bochum, Germany, doesn’t 
lose the use of its sewer system. The 
American corporation didn’t buy a Ger-
man sewer system because they wanted 
to use the sewer; they bought it be-
cause they wanted to lease it back to 
the German city so the U.S. company 
can depreciate it and reduce its tax 
burden to the U.S. Government. Sale 
and leaseback. Pretty unbelievable. 

FleetBoston Financial and another 
investor bought Chicago’s 911 emer-
gency call system. Think of that. Chi-
cago sets up a 911 emergency call sys-

tem, then sells it to two corporations. 
It is a city-owned system. The compa-
nies buy it, and lease it back to Chi-
cago. Chicago still has it. It is a sale 
and leaseback transaction by which an 
American corporation can now own and 
lease back the 911 emergency call sys-
tem in Chicago and be able to depre-
ciate it to save money on their tax bill. 
It is unbelievable to me. 

When are we going to put a stop to 
this? Well, the Finance Committee 
took a look at these sale and lease-
backs and owning foreign sewer sys-
tems and they said: We will stop it as 
of this date, but everything else is OK. 
It is not OK with me. 

It is not OK with me that we still 
have companies that decide they want 
to move their profits to a controlled 
offshore foreign subsidiary, despite the 
fact that the subsidiary doesn’t do any 
real business there. 

It is not OK with me that we still 
provide large tax breaks to U.S. compa-
nies that close down a manufacturing 
plant in this country, fire its American 
workers and move those good-paying 
jobs to countries like China. When U.S. 
companies close down a U.S. manufac-
turing plant such as Huffy bicycles or 
Radio Flyer little red wagons, fires its 
American workers and moves those 
good-paying jobs overseas, U.S. tax law 
actually gives companies like these a 
large tax break. This is a slap in the 
face of domestic companies that do not 
get this break. It is a slap in the face 
to hardworking Americans whose jobs 
are cut and moved overseas. 

I have forced the U.S. Senate to vote 
to repeal this perverse tax break sev-
eral times but it still remains in place. 
I will offer my proposal to eliminate 
this ill-advised tax subsidy again and 
again until it is gone. 

So I have legislation in three areas 
that will shut these things down and 
shut them down for good. All of that, I 
understand, is able to be accomplished 
and has a fit in this budget proposal. 
Senator CONRAD, I believe, has in this 
budget proposal provided room for the 
three proposals I have offered, the 
kinds of proposals that will finally and 
irrevocably shut down this nonsense. 

Now, we are short of money. The fact 
is we are short of revenue, so how are 
we going to get it? Are we going to go 
ask some people who go to work all day 
and take showers at night. You know, 
they get dirty and work hard at a con-
struction site, come home and have to 
take a shower after work rather than 
before work. We are going to go back 
to those folks and say: You know what. 
Our Government is short of money. We 
would like you to pay some more in 
taxes. Or are we going to go to these 
companies who have decided they want 
to own a sewer system in Germany? 
They want to have a ‘‘fictional’’ ad-
dress on Church Street in the Cayman 
Islands or they want to engage in 
transfer pricing. 

Transfer pricing schemes, by the 
way, where companies have their own 
subsidiaries and buy and sell from 

them and charge things such as $50 for 
a tractor tire or $18 for a toothbrush; 
dramatic overpricing on the one hand 
or underpricing on the other. They use 
this accounting scam to try to dem-
onstrate they have earned no money in 
the United States and therefore owe no 
taxes in the United States when, in 
fact, they earned a lot of money and 
transfer-priced those profits out of our 
country. Another scheme. It is whole-
sale tax avoidance. 

The question for this Senate ought to 
be now: Are we going to get the rev-
enue that is owed to us from some of 
the largest enterprises? I have not 
named a lot of them. I could name a lot 
of them, and they should have the op-
portunity to be named so that their 
shareholders know what they are 
doing. 

It wasn’t long ago, by the way, when 
some of us came to the Senate floor 
and named the companies who decided 
they wanted to renounce their Amer-
ican citizenship. I was a part of that. 
The late Paul Wellstone was a part of 
that. Paul sat right over there at that 
desk at the end of that row and I re-
member it as if it were today, the 
speeches Paul would give about this 
issue. 

The companies have decided: You 
know what. We want all the benefits of 
being an American. We were chartered 
here. We exist here. We appreciate 
being here, but we don’t want the re-
sponsibility of paying taxes. That is 
the origin and the roots of some of this 
tax avoidance. But then, it went even 
further. There was a time when compa-
nies said: You know what. We appre-
ciate being an American, but we can 
save a great deal of money if we re-
nounce our American citizenship and 
move our citizenship to, let’s say, the 
Bahamas. My thought was: You want 
to move your corporate citizenship to 
the Bahamas for the purpose of not 
paying American taxes; then when you 
get in trouble, why don’t you call in 
the Bahamian Navy. My understanding 
is they have a force of 20 people. Per-
haps I have understated it. But maybe 
then you ought to call the Bahamian 
military when you get in some trouble, 
when someone tries to expropriate 
your assets somewhere around the 
world. 

I come to the floor today because I 
am flat sick and tired of these schemes: 
The hood ornament on excess here is 
the schemes by which town halls are 
now for lease or for sale, sewer systems 
are now for sale. Yes, action has been 
taken to shut some of that down pro-
spectively. Yes, that is good. But we 
still have circumstances under which 
American corporations are owning 
these assets, depreciating the assets 
that clearly are government assets for 
one single purpose, and that is to avoid 
paying the taxes that they would oth-
erwise owe to the United States of 
America. 

So then who pays taxes? Well, there 
is the infamous woman who once said: 
Only the little people pay taxes. She 
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sort of sniffed: Only the little people 
pay taxes. Well, we know who does pay 
taxes. It is people who work, who get a 
W–2 form which says: Here is your in-
come, here is your withholding, here is 
the obligation you have to the United 
States of America. No flexibility. You 
work, you earn an income, you pay 
taxes. 

The word ‘‘tax’’ is not a dirty word. 
It is part of the price of a civilized soci-
ety. We build roads. We operate 
schools. We provide for the defense of 
this Nation. We have a Center for Dis-
ease Control. We have the National In-
stitutes of Health. We run Bethesda 
Hospital and Walter Reed for the vet-
erans. We do a lot of things that are 
pretty wonderful, and we have built a 
pretty spectacular country through 
private sector and public sector initia-
tives. But in order to do that, we need 
a revenue base. Some of the biggest in-
terests in this country have decided: 
We want to be a part of everything 
America has to offer, but we don’t 
want to be a part of the revenue base. 
We want to find ways to own a foreign 
sewer system or run our income 
through a fictional address in the Cay-
man Islands. We want a large tax break 
for shutting down a U.S. manufac-
turing plant and moving those jobs 
overseas. We want to find a way to 
transfer price so that we are pricing 
safety pins at 100 times their value, or 
underpricing pianos, selling pianos for 
$40. That sort of transfer pricing is un-
believable. That transfer pricing has 
allowed some corporations to scam the 
Federal Government and avoid paying 
the taxes they owe this country. So I 
came to the floor today only to say 
this: Part of the process of a budget is 
to make plans about spending. What is 
it we need to spend? What do we have 
to do to invest in our country’s future 
to strengthen our country? Then also, 
what kind of revenue can we expect 
and who shall contribute that revenue? 
Who is responsible for paying taxes? It 
is not, as the socialite sniffed, ‘‘the lit-
tle people’’; it is a responsibility for all 
of us in this country to pay taxes. I 
think when we see what has been going 
on with tax avoidance on a massive 
scale—and I see those who might criti-
cize Senator CONRAD for saying: Let’s 
capture some of this in this budget, 
and they say: Well, that is not real— 
you bet your life it is real. 

You bet your life it is real. This tax 
avoidance is large, and it is growing. 
We have a responsibility to say to 
those interests: Pay up. Be a part of 
this country. Being a part of this coun-
try is to make money in this great 
economy of ours, but also the responsi-
bility to pay some taxes to this coun-
try as well. 

As I indicated, I have three provi-
sions that will be provided for as a re-
sult of the way this budget is struc-
tured. I intend to offer those as legisla-
tion in this coming year. I expect that 
ought to be a noncontroversial portion 
of the debate in this country. It ought 
to be the first baby step to do what is 
right. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 489 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there is 2 minutes 
of debate prior to a vote on amendment 
No. 489. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from South Carolina is 

recognized. 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, it is sel-

dom in this Chamber that we have a 
chance to do something that is truly 
significant. This amendment about So-
cial Security would allow us to do that. 
Both sides of the aisle, Republican and 
Democrat, for years have been saying 
we should not be spending Social Secu-
rity on other things, and we should be 
saving it. But we have never done any-
thing about it. 

We have spent nearly $2 trillion in 
Social Security money on other things 
and have not saved one penny. My 
amendment allows for Congress to open 
the door and pave the way to stop 
spending Social Security funds and to 
save the money. Senator CONRAD and 
others have talked about the impor-
tance of prefunding, or advance fund-
ing, our Social Security system. This 
amendment will open the door for us to 
do that. It does not prescribe how we 
will do it. It does not talk about how 
the funds will be invested. It says they 
will be taken off the table and saved. 

We are not talking about ownership 
here, private accounts or the stock 
market. This is all open for future dis-
cussion. The point of the amendment is 
to open the door and do what we have 
talked about for years: stop spending 
Social Security on other things and 
save it for the retirees. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I oppose 
Social Security privatization—un-
equivocally and without question. The 
language in the DeMint amendment, 
which would encourage the Finance 
Committee to report legislation that 
would embrace private investment ac-
counts within Social Security, is some-
thing that I cannot support. Therefore, 
I oppose the DeMint amendment. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
oppose this amendment. There is no 
question that we must reform our enti-
tlement programs and change the way 
our Nation’s finances are managed. 

With this in mind, I support the 
premise behind this amendment: the 
Social Security trust fund should not 
be used to help reduce the Federal 
budget deficit. 

Hundreds of billions of dollars are 
being taken from Social Security each 
year just to help pay our bills. Last 
year, this figure approached $200 bil-
lion. 

However, this amendment has a fatal 
flaw. It leaves the door open for private 
Social Security accounts by providing 
participants with the option of ‘‘pre- 
funding of at least some portion of fu-
ture benefits.’’ 

In my view, this is unacceptable. 
This body has already closed the door 

on the President’s ill-conceived plan 
for private Social Security accounts. 

The opposition to privatization is 
well-known: 

Privatizing Social Security does 
nothing to extend the solvency of the 
program. Transition costs alone, over 
the first 20 years, would put our Nation 
in greater debt by as much as $4.9 tril-
lion. 

Creating private accounts would 
mean benefit cuts for retirees, by as 
much as 40 percent. 

Half of all American workers today 
have no pension or retirement plan 
from their employers. That means So-
cial Security is their only source of in-
come. 

It is critical that we protect this 
safety net. 

We must hold the line on spending, 
but this has to be done in conjunction 
with a more responsible approach to 
tax policy. 

The President’s tax cuts have already 
cost more than $1 trillion and those en-
acted will be more than $3 trillion over 
the next decade. 

When you combine the cost of the tax 
cuts with spending for the military op-
erations in Afghanistan, Iraq, and the 
global war on terror—currently total-
ing $510 billion—the inevitable result is 
that our Federal budget is squeezed, 
while our crushing debt grows. 

As we debate this budget resolution, 
I urge my colleagues to be mindful of 
the long-term impact of our spending 
decisions. 

The looming crisis with our entitle-
ment programs is clear. We must stop 
raiding the Social Security trust fund 
to pay our bills. But I cannot support 
this particular amendment which 
opens the door to privatizing Social Se-
curity. 

I am firmly committed to opposing 
any Social Security reform proposals 
which leave the possibility of private 
accounts on the table. And this amend-
ment would do just that. So I must 
voice my opposition, and I ask that my 
colleagues join me in rejecting this 
proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
amendment sounds good. It is nice, 
bland language to provide participants 
with the benefits of savings and invest-
ment. But make no mistake about it, 
this is a stalking-horse for Social Secu-
rity. That is what this is all about. 

The Senator offered virtually the 
same amendment last year, which had 
the same purpose, and it was defeated 
46 to 53, I think. This is privatization of 
Social Security. The American people 
rejected that; they rejected private ac-
counts. It would cause a huge increase 
in the Federal deficit, a massive trans-
fer. This amendment is disguised but 
would do just that. 

It looks good on the surface, but this 
is an amendment to privatize Social 
Security, create private accounts for 
Social Security. Senators should not be 
fooled. Again, Senators rejected this 
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very same amendment last year by a 
large vote of 46 to 53. It should be re-
jected this time as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 489. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.] 
YEAS—45 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 

Lugar 
Martinez 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Warner 

NAYS—52 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 

Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Biden Johnson McCain 

The amendment (No. 489) was re-
jected. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 491 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there is now 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the 
Allard amendment No. 491. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 

the time to the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the 
budget spends $88 billion over 5 years 
on ineffective programs and raises 
taxes by $900 billion to do so. My 
amendment reduces spending by 25 per-
cent on programs rated ineffective by 
OMB’s program assessment rating tool. 
PART has evaluated almost 1,000 pro-
grams accounting for 96 percent of all 
Federal spending. Only 26 are rated in-
effective in discretionary spending. 

Chairman CONRAD will say the budget 
resolution cannot tell appropriators 
how to implement the savings. My 
amendment simply allows the appro-
priators, with a great deal of flexi-
bility, to find those savings that are 
proven to exist. It also tells agencies 
we expect results from programs we 
fund. 

If my colleagues vote for this amend-
ment, we will save the taxpayers $18 
billion over 5 years and pay down the 
Federal debt by $18 billion. I believe if 
we cannot trim $4 billion out of a $2.9 
trillion budget on ineffective programs, 
we cannot honestly tell taxpayers we 
are serious about fiscal responsibility. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first, 

the budget resolution does not make 
these individual policy determinations. 
The effect of this amendment will sim-
ply be to cut domestic discretionary 
spending $18 billion. Understand the 
programs that have been identified in 
the PART program are results not 
proven. If this did apply as the Senator 
suggests, here are programs affected: 
Border Patrol, Coast Guard search and 
rescue, high-intensity drug trafficking 
areas, LIHEAP, rural education, child 
abuse prevention, and treatment. 

If there is a problem in those pro-
grams, they ought to be fixed. We 
ought not to be cutting Border Patrol, 
Coast Guard search and rescue, high- 
intensity drug trafficking areas, 
LIHEAP, rural education, and the rest. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 491 offered by the Senator from 
Colorado, Mr. ALLARD. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this be a 10- 
minute vote, and the following votes be 
10-minute votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
order has been granted. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 90 Leg.] 

YEAS—33 

Allard 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 

NAYS—64 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 

Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Biden Johnson McCain 

The amendment (No. 491) was re-
jected. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President. I voted 
against the Allard amendment because 
I am not prepared to accept the blan-
ket assessment by OMB as to which 
programs are effective or not effective. 
In addition, I don’t think it is sensible 
to eliminate only 25 percent of the in-
effective programs. In my judgment, 
Congress should make the assessment 
as to which programs are effective or 
ineffective and then Congress should 
act to eliminate all of the ineffective 
programs. 

AMENDMENT NO. 504, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there are now 2 
minutes of debate prior to a vote in re-
lation to the Baucus amendment, No. 
504. Who yields time? 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this re-

quest has been cleared with the two 
managers and the ranking members of 
the Finance Committee. I ask unani-
mous consent to modify my amend-
ment No. 504 with the text I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 48, line 19, before ‘‘The’’ insert the 

following: 
(a) PRIORITY.—The Senate establishes the 

following priorities and makes the following 
findings: 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3562 March 22, 2007 
(1) The Senate shall make the enactment 

of legislation to reauthorize the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) a 
top priority for the remainder of fiscal year 
2007, during the first session of the 110th Con-
gress. 

(2) Extending health care coverage to the 
Nation’s vulnerable uninsured children is an 
urgent priority for the Senate. 

(3) SCHIP has proven itself a successful 
program for covering previously uninsured 
children. 

(4) More than 6 million children are en-
rolled in this landmark program, which has 
enjoyed broad bipartisan support in Con-
gress, among our Nation’s governors, and 
within state and local governments. 

(5) SCHIP reduces the percentage of chil-
dren with unmet health care needs. 

(6) Since SCHIP was created, enormous 
progress has been made in reducing dispari-
ties in children’s coverage rates. 

(7) Uninsured children who gain coverage 
through SCHIP receive more preventive care 
and their parents report better access to pro-
viders and improved communications with 
their children’s doctors. 

(8) Congress has a responsibility to reau-
thorize SCHIP before the expiration of its 
current authorization. 

(b) RESERVE FUND.— 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment basically confirms our 
commitment to reauthorize the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program by 
September 30. We have to get this au-
thorized quickly. It is the statement of 
the Senate that we will do so; other-
wise, we lose a large number of dollars. 
We lose about $25 billion from the 
budget baseline if we do not get this 
done. It will wreak financial havoc on 
States if we do not get this done. 

The program has reduced the rate of 
uninsured children by one-fifth. It is a 
great opportunity, frankly, for every-
one in this body to say ‘‘yes’’ to kids. 
Yes, we are going to make sure our 
kids are covered with insurance. We 
are going to expand the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program. I urge all 
Senators to vote yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we sup-
port the amendment on our side. We 
will be happy to do it by a voice vote 
if the Senator wants to, but I suspect 
we are going to have a rollcall vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we can 
voice vote this as far as I am con-
cerned. There was a request on my 
side. I don’t know if there is anymore. 
I don’t see anybody waving his hand or 
her hand, so it is fine with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment as modified. 

The amendment (No. 504), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
Senate just voted on an amendment 

that makes a good first step to putting 
kids first in SCHIP. However, it is all 
well and good to say we are putting 
kids first. But the amendment we just 
voted on is not worth the paper it is 
printed on if the Senate does not take 
the next step and back up these words 
with policy. 

The Cornyn amendment represents 
actual kids-first policy. I ask Senators 
to support the needed next step to put-
ting kids first. Support the Cornyn 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 511 
Mr. GREGG. I understand the next 

amendment will be that of Senator 
CORNYN, dealing with the SCHIP issue. 
Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, amendment No. 511. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, my 
amendment establishes a deficit-neu-
tral reserve fund and the finance com-
mittee to report a bill that reauthor-
izes SCHIP, a program that covers kids 
first. It emphasizes helping low-income 
kids, increases State flexibility, and 
eliminates waste, fraud, and abuse. 
This vote is the Senate’s opportunity 
to make sure the original intent of the 
SCHIP program remains intact. This is 
about helping low-income kids first. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek 

recognition to outline my opposition to 
the Cornyn amendment, Senate amend-
ment No. 511 to the fiscal year 2008 
budget resolution. While I support re-
ducing the cost of health care, I have 
concerns with reducing health care in-
surance coverage for children in low- 
income families. 

The Cornyn amendment sought to 
ensure that only children in families 
under 200 percent of Federal poverty 
level—$27,380 for a single parent or 
$41,300 for a family of four—should re-
ceive State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, SCHIP, health coverage. 
This would have decreased the recent 
SCHIP change to Pennsylvania’s Cover 
All Children program. The Pennsyl-
vania Cover All Children program, 
which was approved by the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, allows 
SCHIP funds to be used to provide in-
surance to children in families below 
300 percent of the Federal poverty 
level—$41,070 for a single parent or 
$61,950 for a family of four. 

The authorization for SCHIP is 
scheduled to expire this year. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to reauthorize and improve this impor-
tant program. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak in support of the SCHIP 
amendment offered by my colleagues, 
Senators BAUCUS and ROCKEFELLER, 
and to respectfully oppose the amend-
ment of my colleague Senator CORNYN. 
I also want to praise my senior Sen-
ator, JACK REED, and thank him for his 
tireless commitment to providing vital 
health care coverage to the children of 
Rhode Island for so many years. 

Our State of Rhode Island has one of 
the lowest rates of uninsured adults 

and children in the Nation. This fact is 
both encouraging and troubling. It is 
encouraging because insured children 
are more likely to receive medical care 
for common conditions like asthma 
and ear infections. It is encouraging 
because insured children have higher 
school attendance rates and higher 
academic achievement. It is encour-
aging because insured individuals are 
more likely to receive preventive care 
like mammograms and other cancer 
screenings. 

But Rhode Island’s uninsured rates 
trouble me because, even as one of the 
most well-insured States in the Nation, 
my State is still home to nearly 120,000 
uninsured Americans. And 20,000 of 
those are children. Even as a leader in 
insuring children and adults in this Na-
tion, we are still far from where we 
need to be, and we are going in the 
wrong direction. Rhode Island wit-
nessed a 4.2-percent increase in the 
number of uninsured from 2000 to 2004, 
coupled with a 7.3-percent drop in those 
covered by employer-sponsored plans. 

Senator CORNYN’s amendment pro-
poses to limit the SCHIP program to 
children under 200 percent of the Fed-
eral poverty line. In Rhode Island, that 
would have meant that almost 2,700 
children would not have been able to 
access health insurance using SCHIP 
funds during fiscal year 2006. And this 
number does not even include children 
under the age of 8 because Rhode Island 
has covered those children through its 
Medicaid Program up to 250 percent of 
poverty. 

For my colleagues from larger 
States, 2,700 might not sound like that 
many children. But the Cornyn amend-
ment would potentially result in a 7.5- 
percent increase in the uninsured rate 
for children in our State. This is unac-
ceptable. And it is particularly unac-
ceptable in light of the fact that 10.1 
percent of Rhode Island children under 
250 percent of poverty are eligible but 
not enrolled in Medicaid or SCHIP. 

I also oppose the Cornyn amendment 
because I do not believe that we should 
use SCHIP reauthorization as a vehicle 
to limit coverage of parents. First, cov-
ering parents is one of the most effec-
tive ways to cover children. When 
States cover parents, children partici-
pate in the Medicaid Program at higher 
rates, they have more contact with 
medical professionals, and receive 
more preventive care. Second, kicking 
parents off SCHIP only increases the 
number of uninsured individuals in our 
States, and forces those individuals to 
seek coverage in more expensive set-
tings like hospital emergency rooms. 
Lastly, the Bush administration has 
repeatedly approved waivers to expand 
insurance to parents of children cov-
ered under State Medicaid and SCHIP 
programs. Covering parents is a value 
shared on both sides of the aisle. 

As we move forward with this budget, 
and move forward with the ongoing 
health care debate, we should not be 
looking for ways to limit the coverage 
that States can offer their residents, 
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but ways to expand coverage to new 
and wider populations. For savings, we 
should be looking at reforms that im-
prove quality and reduce cost, not 
throwing kids off health care pro-
grams. SCHIP was created in an effort 
to provide health insurance coverage to 
vulnerable children. In the spirit of 
this program, reauthorization should 
provide us with an opportunity to ex-
pand the tools States can use to cover 
the uninsured, not as an opportunity to 
hurt those Americans who need help 
the most. 

I want to make a particular point to 
thank Chairman CONRAD and his staff 
for their superb work throughout this 
budget process, and for the chairman’s 
continued support of children’s health 
insurance programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mon-
tana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we 
voted to affirm our commitment to the 
program. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Texas undermines 
the current program. Many Senators 
want to expand the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program. This undermines 
it. It reduces the current program and 
wreaks havoc with the States. They 
will lose their flexibility that they cur-
rently have in administering the pro-
gram. It puts a huge financial burden 
also on States that otherwise want to 
provide resources for the kids in their 
States. 

I urge strongly we do not adopt the 
Cornyn amendment because it under-
mines the current program. It is a step 
backward, not forward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant journal clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. the following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 38, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Leg.] 

YEAS—38 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 

Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 

Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Roberts 
Sessions 

Shelby 
Thomas 

Thune 
Vitter 

Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—59 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Tester 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Biden Johnson McCain 

The amendment (No. 511) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote and to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there has 
been some confusion as to how many 
votes we are going to have during this 
period of time. There will be one more 
recorded vote. I think in fairness to 
some people on both sides of the aisle, 
we will make it a 15-minute vote rather 
than a 10-minute vote, because some 
people left thinking that was the last 
vote. 

AMENDMENT NO. 525, AS MODIFIED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, as the 

Budget chairman has said repeatedly, 
this does not direct the Finance Com-
mittee how to do this or to consider 
specific proposals. But I do believe the 
reforms the President has put on the 
table would be a good place to start 
looking. We know a fiscal tsunami is 
coming. We all talk about the wall of 
debt, but now is the time to act by 
passing this amendment. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, amendment 525 will be the 
pending question. 

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment should be opposed very 
simply because the savings, the $34 bil-
lion the Senator from Texas prescribes, 
could not be used as offsets to help ac-
commodate other programs. Let’s take 
SCHIP, for example. Because the way 
the Senator’s amendment is written, as 
reconciliation instructions, the $34 bil-
lion could not be offset. That would be 
straight deficit reduction. 

We are going to need, frankly, some 
wiggle room in Medicare programs to 
find revenue to pay for CHIP and for 
other Medicare adjustments. It makes 
no sense to straight cut $34 billion out 
of Medicare alone, in itself a deep cut, 

without some way of shoring up some 
of the needs we are going to have, espe-
cially SCHIP. I strongly oppose this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 525, as modified. The yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 23, 
nays 74, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 92 Leg.] 
YEAS—23 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bond 
Bunning 
Burr 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 

Cornyn 
DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Gregg 
Hagel 

Hatch 
Inhofe 
Lott 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Sununu 
Vitter 

NAYS—74 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Brownback 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 

Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Tester 
Thomas 
Thune 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Biden Johnson McCain 

The amendment (No. 525), as modi-
fied, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, did we 
move to reconsider? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We did 
not. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, have we 
reconsidered and moved to lay on the 
table all of the votes this morning? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
one—— 

Mr. CONRAD. Let’s have a blanket 
move to reconsider and move to lay on 
the table of the votes for this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sanders 
amendment be considered from now 
until 1:30; that then Senator ENZI be 
recognized for an amendment until 2 
o’clock; that Senator CARPER be recog-
nized at 2 o’clock; that at 2:15, Senator 
COLEMAN be recognized—— 

Mr. GREGG. For an amendment. 
Mr. CONRAD. For an amendment; 

that at 2:45, Senator LINCOLN be recog-
nized for an amendment; and that at 
3:15, Senator KYL be recognized for an 
hour equally divided on his amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CONRAD. Further, as part of 

that unanimous consent, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Kyl amendment 
be voted on before 11 o’clock tomorrow, 
at a time to be determined by the two 
leaders; that there be, before the Kyl 
amendment, 6 minutes evenly divided; 
that there be a side-by-side amendment 
reserved on the Democratic side with 
the Kyl amendment, and that the same 
rule pertain that there be 6 minutes 
equally divided. 

Mr. GREGG. Further, if the Senator 
will yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. GREGG. That there be side-by- 
sides reserved for all amendments that 
are offered in this group, and that the 
initial amendment be the first amend-
ment voted on. 

Mr. CONRAD. Let me just under-
stand that final point. 

Mr. GREGG. So the offered amend-
ment would be the first amendment 
voted on in the side-by-sides. 

Mr. CONRAD. That the Sanders 
amendment would be the first amend-
ment; is that what the Senator is say-
ing? 

Mr. GREGG. No. If there is a side-by- 
side, it would be the understanding 
that the initial amendment, the under-
lying amendment, would be the first 
one voted on. 

Mr. CONRAD. No, that would not be 
typically the order. 

Mr. GREGG. It would be an amend-
ment like a second degree. 

Mr. CONRAD. The second degree 
would be voted on first. So our amend-
ment would be, in effect, the second de-
gree, and so in the regular order it 
would be voted on first. 

Mr. GREGG. OK. But side-by-sides 
reserved for all the amendments. 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, side-by-sides re-
served for all the amendments. And 
votes would be on or in relationship to 
the subjects that we have identified 
here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from North Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 502 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 

like to now take up Grassley amend-
ment No. 502 in regard to the Smithso-
nian. We have agreement from Senator 

GRASSLEY and others to take that 
amendment on a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
the pending question. 

Is there further debate on the amend-
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 502) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, if the Presiding Offi-
cer could read back to me the final 
timing for the unanimous consent 
agreement we have just entered into— 
the GOP amendment, which is the Kyl 
amendment, would be offered at 3:15 
this afternoon, and that would be an 
hour equally divided, and that would 
leave us at 4:15? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
my colleague if we could then agree for 
10 minutes equally divided on the Bayh 
amendment. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we have 
not seen the Bayh amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. We will get a copy, and 
perhaps we can work that out. 

Mr. President, I yield to Senator 
SANDERS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 545 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk which has 
been shared with the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], 
for himself, and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an 
amendment numbered 545. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To restore the top marginal tax 

rate to pre-2001 levels on taxable income in 
excess of $1 million and use the increased 
revenue to increase funding for the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act) 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$14,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$4,500,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 

$14,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$4,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$14,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$4,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 10, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 10, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 10, line 13, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 10, line 14, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 10, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 10, line 18, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is being cosponsored by 
Senator MIKULSKI of Maryland. This 
amendment is about keeping the prom-
ises the Federal Government made to 
the people of our country 32 years ago. 
It is about keeping our word to the 
children of this country, especially 
those with disabilities. It is about 
keeping our word to the property tax 
payers of this country, whose property 
taxes in Vermont and throughout this 
country are going up and up and up. 

When Congress passed the Individuals 
with Disabilities Act in 1975, under the 
leadership of Senator TOM HARKIN, that 
legislation said the Government would 
provide up to 40 percent—40 percent—of 
the national average per-pupil expendi-
ture for special education. Unfortu-
nately, however, the Federal Govern-
ment has not kept its word. Today, its 
contribution stands at barely 17 per-
cent. The promise was 40 percent; the 
reality is 17 percent. 

In other words, the Federal Govern-
ment passed legislation doing the right 
thing with regard to our children in 
1975, but it has not followed through in 
terms of the kind of funding it prom-
ised, and school districts all over this 
country and children all over this 
country are suffering from that lack of 
action. 

When Members of Congress on both 
sides of the aisle talk about unfunded 
mandates, the inadequate funding for 
special education is the poster child of 
that problem. We told school districts 
we would fund special education at 40 
percent, and we are funding it at 17 
percent. That is wrong. That speaks 
poorly of Congress. 

In Vermont, and I suspect all over 
this country, school districts are de-
manding we rectify that problem, that 
we keep the promise made so many 
years ago. 

When the Federal Government does 
not keep its word, school districts in 
my State, school districts in the Pre-
siding Officer’s State and throughout 
this country are forced to do one of two 
things: either they do not provide the 
quality of special education care the 
special needs kids require—and that is 
wrong—or else their limited budgets 
require them to cut back on other edu-
cational programs in order to fund the 
expensive needs of special eduction 
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kids. So what ends up happening is we 
take money from second languages, we 
take money from athletics, we take 
money from arts, and we put it into 
special education, and all of the chil-
dren suffer as a result of that. 

The third option facing school dis-
tricts—which certainly is taking place 
in Vermont, and I expect all over this 
country—is that school districts are 
forced to ask for higher and higher 
property taxes. Those property taxes 
are becoming so high in areas of this 
country that people who have lived in 
their homes for their entire lives are 
now being forced to leave their homes. 

The property tax is a regressive form 
of taxation. It hits working families 
very hard and unfairly. It hits senior 
citizens unfairly. More and more com-
munities around this country are 
forced to raise property taxes, which is 
putting an increased burden on middle- 
class families. 

The amendment I am offering, which 
is cosponsored by Senator MIKULSKI of 
Maryland, is a simple and straight-
forward amendment. At a time when 
the wealthiest people in this country 
are becoming wealthier, at a time when 
the wealthiest 1 percent have not had 
it so good since the 1920s, at a time 
when property taxes on the middle 
class are soaring all over this country, 
at a time when school districts are 
being forced to spend more and more 
on special education, this amendment 
increases funding for special education 
by $44.2 billion over the next 5 years. 

It finally begins to do what this Con-
gress should have done years and years 
ago. It adequately funds special edu-
cation. It begins to move away from 
the unfunded mandate that so many 
communities around our country are 
suffering from. 

This amendment raises the $44.2 bil-
lion by rescinding the 2001 income tax 
cuts that were given to millionaires. In 
other words, it would restore the top 
income tax rate to 39.6 percent on tax-
able income exceeding $1 million per 
year. 

This amendment would only apply to 
millionaires. Those are the only people 
who would be asked to pay more be-
cause we would be rescinding the 2001 
income tax reductions that President 
Bush and the Congress gave to them. 

While we ask the wealthiest people in 
this country to pay a little bit more, 
what we would be doing is lowering 
property taxes for the middle class all 
over this country and improving the 
quality of education that our children 
receive. 

By using this revenue for special edu-
cation, as this amendment does, the 
Federal Government could begin to 
live up to its 40 percent commitment in 
fiscal year 2009. Not only would we be 
providing a much needed boost for chil-
dren with disabilities, we would also be 
providing property tax relief to so 
many families throughout this country 
who are in desperate need of that re-
lief. 

The bottom line of this amendment 
is pretty simple. It has a lot to do 

about which side we consider ourselves 
to be on. We hear a lot of rhetoric in 
the Congress about the importance of 
education. The Presiding Officer under-
stands the importance of education. I 
understand the importance of edu-
cation. I suspect every Member of the 
Senate understands the need to im-
prove the quality of education in this 
country. This is an amendment about 
improving education for all of our chil-
dren. 

We hear a lot of discussion in the 
Senate and the Congress about the 
growth of special education needs 
among our kids—whether it is autism, 
ADD, or other disorders. This is an 
amendment which addresses in a very 
serious way the needs of special edu-
cation. 

We hear a lot about unfunded man-
dates and the burden of higher and 
higher property taxes on working fami-
lies all over this country. This amend-
ment, if passed, takes a giant step for-
ward in rectifying this unfunded man-
date and lowering property taxes. 
Mostly, though, this amendment is 
about Congress keeping its word, keep-
ing the promise it made so many years 
ago. We made a promise to school dis-
tricts all over this country that if they 
mainstreamed kids into public schools, 
Congress would provide 40 percent of 
the cost. We have not kept that prom-
ise. We have given hundreds of billions 
of dollars in tax breaks to millionaires 
and billionaires, but we have not 
reached out to school districts to help 
them with the cost of special edu-
cation, the result being higher and 
higher property taxes. The time is long 
overdue for the Congress to keep the 
promises it made with regard to special 
education, and this amendment does 
just that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, what is 

the time situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire has 12 min-
utes. The Senator from Vermont has 2 
minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont, the Senator from across the 
river, as we say in New Hampshire, a 
Senator from the State where all our 
bad weather comes from, actually—the 
sunshine comes from New Hampshire— 
this amendment raises taxes by some-
thing like $44 billion. The purpose of it 
is to spend that money on special edu-
cation. 

Special education is an important 
program. In fact, it is so important 
that if you look at the priorities this 
administration has put in place in the 
education accounts since it came into 
office, it has increased special edu-
cation funding by I think a factor that 
is three times greater—I believe that is 
the number—than the Clinton adminis-
tration increased special education 
funding. This administration, in the 
first year in office, jumped special edu-
cation by $1 billion. The next year, it 
jumped special education funding by 

another $1 billion, and so on and so on. 
The increase in special education fund-
ing under this administration has been 
the largest increase of any administra-
tion, both percentage-wise and in dol-
lars, over its term. 

But to raise taxes $44 billion is a 
pretty big tax increase. You can throw 
out the word ‘‘millionaire.’’ What we 
are talking about here are small 
businesspeople. Eighty-three percent of 
the people who would be hit by the top 
rate are small businesspeople. It is all 
rates. 

He is talking about repealing the 
President’s tax cuts that have gen-
erated so much economic activity 
around this country and have created a 
revenue stream into this Government 
which exceeds the historical norm. In 
other words, even though it is counter-
intuitive to some folks, and especially 
to some of our editorial boards, such as 
The New York Times, we have actually 
seen an increase, a very significant in-
crease in revenues by reducing the tax 
rates in this country so they are fair, 
so that people are willing to go out and 
take risks with their dollars, be entre-
preneurial and, as a result, create jobs 
and economic activity, which is trans-
lated into income for the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

In fact, in the last 3 years, we have 
received more income, larger increases 
in income in Federal revenue than at 
any time in our history, huge jumps in 
income, and we are now receiving more 
income as a Federal Government than 
is the historic norm—18.5 percent of 
gross national product in income to the 
Federal Government. The norm is usu-
ally 18.2 percent. 

In addition, these tax rates which 
were put in place which are repealed 
under this proposal have created a 
more aggressive tax system. During 
the Clinton years, the top 20 percent of 
wage-earners—of income tax payers in 
this country paid about 81 percent of 
the Federal taxes. Today, that same 
top 20 percent—they are not the same 
people, because the genius of our soci-
ety is that people go in and out of that 
group depending on how capable they 
are. Some people make money and get 
in; some people lose money and go out. 
But that same group, that top 20 per-
cent, is paying almost 85 percent of the 
total income tax burden. So it is more 
progressive at the top end than it was 
during the Clinton years. 

Even though the tax rates may be 
lower, the generation of income tax— 
people who are paying it—is more pro-
gressive, and at the lower end, the bot-
tom 40 percent of the people who pay 
income taxes or who are subject to in-
come tax in this country—they don’t 
actually pay the money; they get 
money back from the earned-income 
tax credit—that group of individuals, 
the 40 percent there, is getting twice as 
much back under the earned-income 
tax credit as they did in the Clinton 
years. So at the top, you have people 
paying more. At the bottom, you have 
people getting more back. That is 
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called progressivity. So we are getting 
more revenue. We are getting historic 
highs in revenue. We are beyond the 
traditional amount we get in revenue, 
and we have a more progressive tax 
system. 

What is the Senator from Vermont 
suggesting? Increase taxes by $44 bil-
lion. 

Well, I have referred to this budget 
from the other side of the aisle as tax- 
and-spend. Very simply, it is a tax-and- 
spend budget. It adds new spending. It 
adds $900 billion in new taxes. It in-
creases the debt by $2.2 trillion. It does 
nothing to control spending, either on 
the discretionary side or on the manda-
tory side. 

If you pass this amendment, I sup-
pose you just supersized it in the tax 
size. You can go into McDonald’s and 
you can get a regular Coke. This is sort 
of a ‘‘regular’’ Democratic tax-and- 
spend bill. There are a lot of new 
taxes—$900 billion—but that is sort of 
out of the mainstream of the party. 
But the Senator from Vermont has de-
cided we are going to ‘‘supersize’’ this 
tax increase to $44 billion. So, obvi-
ously, we oppose the amendment. 

This concept of expanding funding to 
IDEA is a good concept, but it should 
come within the ordering of priorities. 
It shouldn’t come by a dramatic tax in-
crease. In fact, this President has 
shown he is going to reorder priorities 
to accomplish that during his term in 
office. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of our time at this point. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I al-
ways enjoy dialoguing with my neigh-
bor from New Hampshire. Let me make 
just a few points. I think he under-
stands, because if my son who lives in 
Claremont, NH, is accurate, what he is 
telling me is what Vermonters are tell-
ing me—that property taxes in New 
Hampshire and in Vermont and all over 
this country are soaring. 

My friend from New Hampshire says 
the President and Congress are ad-
dressing special education needs, more 
money is going into it. But the reality 
is that for the last 3 years, the percent-
age of Federal contributions for special 
education has gone down. They were at 
a high of 18 percent. They are moving 
downward. They are now at 17 percent. 

My friend can talk about raising 
taxes, and let me concede that he is 
right. We are raising taxes on the 
upper three-tenths of 1 percent because 
99.7 percent of the American people 
would not see any increase in Federal 
taxes as a result of this amendment. 
Tens of millions of American families 
would see a reduction in their property 
taxes. 

I believe that at a time when the 
wealthiest 1 percent have never had it 
so good, when we are seeing that, ac-
cording to Forbes magazine, the collec-
tive net worth of the wealthiest 400 
Americans—400—increased by $120 bil-
lion last year to $1.25 trillion, it is time 
for this Congress to start worrying 
about middle-class families that can’t 

afford higher and higher property 
taxes, about kids with disabilities who 
deserve quality education, about all of 
our children who deserve an education, 
and not worry about the upper three- 
tenths of 1 percent. 

If my friend from New Hampshire 
says I am raising taxes on the upper 
three-tenths of 1 percent, people who 
are millionaires and billionaires, I con-
cede that point. I am. That is the right 
thing to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this 
point, I believe Senator ENZI is ready 
to go with his amendment. Rather than 
tie him up and since he was also the 
chairman of the HELP Committee, he 
may have some thoughts on this issue 
of how we are doing on special edu-
cation. But in any event, so he can get 
started, I yield the remaining time so 
Senator ENZI can go forward. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, before 
the Senator departs, I wish to again 
thank him for his unfailing courtesy as 
we work through this budget resolu-
tion. I appreciate very much all of the 
constructive help he has provided as we 
have tried to get this done. I thank 
him very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 497 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I call up 

Senate amendment No. 497. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ENZI] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 497. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a 60 vote point of 

order for legislation that creates unfunded 
mandates on small business concerns) 
At the end of title II, insert the following: 

SEC. 2ll. RESTRICTIONS ON PRIVATE SECTOR 
MANDATES. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, or con-
ference report that would increase the direct 
costs of private sector mandates on small 
business concerns (as that term is defined in 
section 3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632)) by an amount that exceeds the thresh-
old provided in section 424(b)(1) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 
658c(b)(1)). 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, my amend-
ment is very simple. It establishes a 60- 
vote threshold for legislation that im-
poses unfunded mandates on small 
businesses as determined by the Small 
Business Administration, when it is in 

excess of $131 million, which is estab-
lished in the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act. As my colleagues may know, 
small businesses make up 997⁄10 percent 
of all U.S. employers and employs 50 
percent of the Nation’s nonfarm pri-
vate sector workers. That is according 
to the Small Business Administration. 
Congress has an obligation to make 
sure laws written in Washington don’t 
unfairly burden Main Street. 

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
already requires the CBO to estimate 
whether Congress imposes mandates on 
the private sector. Right now there is a 
60-vote point of order against legisla-
tion if the Federal mandates estimate 
has not been printed in the committee 
report or the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
The fiscal year 2006 budget resolution 
conference agreement included a 60- 
vote point of order for imposing un-
funded mandates on State and local 
governments. That is State and local 
governments, but it doesn’t say any-
thing about the engine of the economy: 
small businesses. 

My colleagues will notice that I have 
left out big business. Big business can 
usually take care of itself, but small 
business doesn’t have the people or the 
clout to be able to come here and point 
out to us the gross burdens we are put-
ting on them. So I think the Senate 
should have a new 60-vote point of 
order that applies to legislation that 
creates unfunded, private sector man-
dates. It is time for Congress to re-
member that our actions here in Wash-
ington have very real monetary con-
sequences on the small business owners 
in Buffalo, WY, or Conway, NH, or 
Main Street, Anywhere. 

I came to Washington from Wyoming 
as a firm believer in what I call the 80/ 
20 rule. I have found you can reach 
agreement on 80 percent of all the 
issues. I also know we are probably 
never going to reach agreement on the 
other 20 percent. But any unfunded 
mandates Congress imposes on the pri-
vate sector should fall into—no, not 
the 80-percent category; I am just ask-
ing for a 60-percent category and re-
ceive strong support on both sides of 
the aisle that way. 

This 80/20 rule was the guiding prin-
ciple for my chairmanship of the HELP 
Committee during the 109th Congress. 
Senator KENNEDY and I abided by that. 
We avoided the highly partisan issues. 
We worked on the nonpartisan or the 
bipartisan issues. It turned out to be, 
instead of the most contentious com-
mittee, one of the more agreeable com-
mittees. We accomplished a tremen-
dous amount of work. In fact, Presi-
dent Bush signed 27 committee bills 
into law. Most of those went through 
by unanimous consent. That is far 
above the 60-vote threshold I am ask-
ing for with this amendment. 

We in Washington have to stop 
thinking our good ideas can be paid for 
by the wave of a wand. To that end, the 
Senate needs a procedural tool to re-
mind ourselves that the policies we 
pass in Washington often translate to 
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the direct cost increases on the busi-
nesses on Main Street. 

This is a commonsense proposal. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. I am sure there are small 
business supporters on both sides of the 
aisle who can see the benefit. I will 
mention that, right now, there is a 60- 
vote point of order in the Senate on ev-
erything. It is a filibuster. With a fili-
buster, 60 people have to agree before 
you can move on. That is often a 5-day 
waste of time. It would be much more 
convenient if we could get a vote and 
see that there are 60 people in support 
and know that even a filibuster isn’t 
going to work against it. That would 
allow things to move forward faster. 

I am not trying to slow the process. 
I am trying to provide a mechanism 
that protects small business and allows 
us to get on with the business of the 
Senate. It seems to me to be a win-win 
situation for us. We do protect cities, 
towns, counties, States, all of their 
small governments and even some big 
governments, but we don’t protect the 
small businessman. The small business-
man is what keeps this economy mov-
ing, keeps us going. I am sure there 
isn’t any issue that falls into that 80 
percent that we all can agree on, that 
we cannot get 60 percent approval to 
move forward on. It will encourage 
more bipartisanship, and I think in the 
last election that was the main mes-
sage delivered to all of us. It wasn’t the 
base of either party that provided the 
impetus for any changes. 

It was the independents and the folks 
who said: Come on, guys, get along and 
get something done in Washington. 
That is what we are trying to do with 
this particular measure—move things 
along at a faster rate and to assure 
that small businesses can thrive in this 
country and that we get agreement 
from 60 percent of the people in this 
body to move forward. This will pro-
vide needed protection to small busi-
nesses. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the NFIB be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

March 21, 2007. 
Hon. MICHAEL ENZI, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ENZI: On behalf of the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Business 
(NFIB), the nation’s leading small-business 
advocacy group, I strongly support your 
amendment to the FY 2008 Budget Resolu-
tion that would raise the private sector un-
funded mandate point of order from a 50 to a 
60 vote threshold. 

Congress needs a 60 vote threshold to force 
itself to think twice before adding additional 
unfunded mandates for several reasons. One, 
the regulatory burden that small businesses 
face is already too high. According to recent 
studies commissioned by the Small Business 
Administration the regulatory burden in 2004 
was estimated to be $7,647 per employee in 
small businesses with fewer than 20 employ-
ees. And small firms spend 45 percent more 
than their larger counterparts to comply 
with federal regulations. 

Second, this Congress has either consid-
ered or likely will consider mandates that 
will add to this burden. Among the proposals 
under consideration include legislation to in-
crease the minimum wage, require small em-
ployers to provide paid sick leave, offer fam-
ily and medical leave, and provide wage in-
surance. 

The critical role that small business plays 
in our economy is another reason Congress 
should think before imposing new unfunded 
mandates. Small business produces roughly 
half of the private Gross Domestic Product 
and between 60 and 80 percent of net new 
jobs. Legislators should be working to 
strengthen small business’s ability to create 
new jobs and grow their businesses, not 
working to impede their progress. 

Thank you for introducing this important 
amendment and your continued support of 
small business. 

Sincerely, 
DAN DANNER, 

Executive Vice President, 
Public Policy and Political. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I hope my 
colleagues will support this amend-
ment. I will be happy to address any 
concerns. We have looked at a number 
of issues, historically, to see what the 
effect would be. We think the effect 
would be good legislation for small 
business and for the economy of this 
country. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). Who yields time? 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask that 
the time be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Maryland, 
Senator CARDIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator CONRAD for yielding me this 
time. I take this time to rise in support 
of the budget resolution and the work 
of Senator CONRAD and the Budget 
Committee. It has been said frequently 
it is the most difficult job here to try 
to put together a budget, when you are 
trying to deal with all the different pri-
orities. Senator CONRAD has done an 
excellent job in moving the agenda of 
this Nation. 

This budget resolution changes the 
fiscal priorities of America. First, it 
provides for fiscal discipline. The pay- 
go rules are real. There are difficult 
choices our committees will have to 
make. But we have made it a priority 
to get our budget back into balance 
and say that we have to make tough 
choices. 

Secondly, there are important pri-
ority areas. I compliment the com-
mittee for making health care truly a 
priority, to change the direction of 

America. It is a national disgrace that 
we have 46 million people without 
health insurance in America. We need 
to do something about it. We need uni-
versal health coverage in this country. 
This budget moves us in that direction 
by making SCHIP a priority. It gives 
the committee the ability to expand a 
very successful program. SCHIP works. 
It provides health insurance for our 
children. 

Over the last 10 years, we have seen 
improved health care outcomes as a re-
sult of the SCHIP program. We know 
that if a person is covered by SCHIP, 
they are much more likely to receive 
primary care and dental care. They are 
much less likely to use the emergency 
rooms and much more likely to be im-
munized and have preventive health 
care and access to prescription drugs. 
Those enrolled in the SCHIP program 
are going to be better off. This budget 
allows us to move that issue forward. 
We often talk about it. 

There was a hearing before the Sen-
ate Finance Committee and a family 
from Maryland was there. I will quote 
from Mrs. Bedford. She has five chil-
dren in the SCHIP program. What she 
said is: 

Perhaps the greatest impact MCHIP, the 
Maryland Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, has had on our families medically is 
that we no longer have to make impossible 
health choices based on a financial prospec-
tive. We no longer have to decide whether a 
child is ‘‘really sick enough’’ to warrant a 
doctor’s visit. We no longer have to decide 
whether a child ‘‘really needs’’ a certain 
medication prescribed by his pediatrician. 
The face of CHIP is families such as ours, 
families who work hard and play by the 
rules, trying to live the American dream. 

This budget will allow more families 
to be able to be in the health program 
and to live the American dream. An-
other family in Maryland is the Diver 
family, where Diamonte Diver died as a 
result of not getting access to preven-
tive dental care. The toothache became 
abscessed and spread into his brain. He 
had emergency surgery costing over a 
quarter of a million dollars. If he would 
have had access to preventive oral 
care, dental care, for $80 he could have 
had a tooth extraction and that would 
have saved money in our health care 
system. 

By expanding the SCHIP program, 
more children will be covered by dental 
care. There are so many reasons why 
this budget will allow us to move for-
ward regarding our health care prior-
ities. In the 109th Congress, we pre-
vented 17 States from running out of 
money late in the session. This budget 
versus the President’s budget is a clear 
choice. The President’s budget moves 
in the wrong direction on health care 
and the SCHIP program. This allows us 
to make it truly a national priority. 

There are other parts of the budget 
in health care that I support, such as 
the long-term care reserve fund, so 
that we can develop a more cost-effec-
tive way to take care of long-term care 
needs, so families can get assisted liv-
ing help or home health care, and they 
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don’t have to spend as much money in 
nursing care. I could go through many 
priorities, whether it is veterans health 
care, education, or whether it is trans-
portation. All these are important pri-
orities that this budget allows us to 
move forward on in a fiscally respon-
sible way. 

I know we have had budgets that try 
to pull back from the pay-go require-
ments. I am glad we have stood up for 
the pay-go requirements. We have to 
balance the budget, but we need to 
change the priorities of America and 
move forward with health care and 
education, and we need to move for-
ward with veterans and transportation. 
This budget allows us to do it. 

I urge my colleagues to be cautious 
on all these amendments that are being 
offered. They may sound well intended, 
but they could jeopardize the thrust of 
the budget. I urge my colleagues to 
support the underlying resolution. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator CARDIN, the Senator from 
Maryland, an extremely valuable mem-
ber of the Budget Committee. He came 
to this Chamber after an extremely 
well-respected career in the House of 
Representatives, where he served in the 
most powerful committee in the House 
of Representatives, the Ways and 
Means Committee. Senator CARDIN is 
known as a Congressman’s Congress-
man. He is somebody who does his 
homework. We have already seen that 
on the Budget Committee. He is al-
ready an extraordinarily valuable 
member there. I rely on him heavily. I 
cannot tell you how pleased I am to 
have Senator CARDIN on the Budget 
Committee. He has a wealth of knowl-
edge, which has been put to good use as 
we have crafted this budget resolution. 
So I commend him and thank him pub-
licly for the contribution he has made. 
This is the kind of serious-minded per-
son this Senate needs and the Congress 
of the United States needs. We are de-
lighted he is on the Budget Committee. 

I would like to speak for a minute on 
the Enzi amendment. Senator ENZI, on 
the other side of the aisle, is somebody 
I not only like but I respect. Senator 
ENZI was an accountant in his private 
life. He brings those skills and that dis-
cipline to his job. He is well regarded 
on both sides of the aisle because he is 
serious about the job. I wish to start by 
saying I do like and admire the Sen-
ator from Wyoming, Mr. ENZI. 

On his amendment, let me give my 
reactions. I think it is entirely well in-
tended. What I worry about are the un-
intended consequences with this 
amendment. Let me say why. Cur-
rently, there is a 60-vote point of order 
against legislation that would impose 
unfunded mandates against State, 
local, and tribal governments above a 
certain threshold. That threshold right 

now is $66 million in any 1 year. In ad-
dition to that point of order, there is a 
50-vote point of order against legisla-
tion that would have an unfunded pri-
vate sector mandate above a certain 
threshold. That, currently, as I recall, 
is $131 million in a year. But that is not 
a 60-vote point of order; it is not a 
supermajority. It is a simple majority. 
The amendment that Senator ENZI has 
presented would make the private sec-
tor unfunded mandate point of order a 
60-vote one, a supermajority. 

I think the Senator would acknowl-
edge that. He has altered it somewhat 
from what he offered in committee. It 
applies to the extent that the mandate 
affects small businesses. So this 
amendment could result in a budget 
point of order against legislation that 
has no Federal, State, local or tribal 
budget impact; but it would have an ef-
fect if a mandate affects small busi-
nesses and it has an effect of over $131 
million in any year. 

So far, so good. The difficulty I see 
with the amendment is, first, once 
again, the Budget Committee does not 
have the authority to make this kind 
of policy determination. We don’t. I 
would like to. Many times as the Budg-
et Committee chairman, I wish we had 
this kind of authority, but we simply 
don’t. 

If legislation such as this were adopt-
ed—and again, it can’t be adopted in a 
budget resolution—but if it were adopt-
ed separately, my staff informs me it 
could affect legislation in the following 
areas: It could actually create a 60-vote 
point of order against the mental 
health parity legislation of Senator 
DOMENICI—legislation, by the way, of 
which Senator ENZI is a cosponsor. It 
could create a 60-vote point of order 
against the 2007 Defense authorization 
bill. It could create a 60-vote point of 
order, a supermajority hurdle, against 
minimum wage legislation, bankruptcy 
reform, pension reform, and a host of 
other bills. 

That is the concern I have about this 
amendment in terms of a policy. We 
have not had a hearing. It requires fur-
ther exploration before we would go 
forward with this particular amend-
ment. 

Again, the desire the Senator has to 
have unfunded mandates points of 
order on issues that would affect small 
business is entirely reasonable, but I 
am very concerned about the unin-
tended consequences. I am very con-
cerned about creating a 60-vote hurdle, 
a supermajority vote, that could affect 
issues such as the mental health parity 
legislation of Senator DOMENICI, such 
as the 2007 Defense authorization bill, 
such as the minimum wage bill, such as 
the bankruptcy reform legislation, 
such as pension reform. 

I sense there is danger here, and I 
urge my colleagues to think about it 
carefully before they vote for the 
amendment. 

I understand we are getting to the 
end of the time. Does Senator ENZI 
have time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
ENZI has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONRAD. Perhaps Senator ENZI 
wishes to use his time at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the comments of the Senator from 
North Dakota. He and I do have a lot in 
common. My grandparents home-
steaded in North Dakota, and he and I 
both have a degree from the same col-
lege. We share a respect for the process 
of the Senate. I certainly respect him 
for the way he handles the budget and 
the fairness with which he has done so. 

I hope he and others on the other side 
of the aisle will take another look at 
this amendment and not feel any fear. 
I hate to have people vote on a sense 
that there might be something sinister. 
If one looks at my record in the Sen-
ate, they will find I do not do things 
that are sinister, but I do things that 
protect small business. 

As I have pointed out before, a point 
of order can be waived. If there are 60 
votes, that point of order falls, and the 
issue moves forward. The Senator men-
tioned mental health parity. Yes, I am 
a cosponsor of mental health parity 
legislation. I have helped to bring peo-
ple together, to find a third way of 
doing it, to get it into the 80-percent 
category, and move it forward for the 
first time. I know Senator DOMENICI 
has been working on this issue for over 
6 years, close to 10 years, to get it to 
the point where it is now. I certainly 
wouldn’t do anything that would put 
that bill in jeopardy. It could be in 
jeopardy because there is already a 60- 
vote point of order against it we will 
have to waive in order to go forward. 

On a lot of these small business 
issues, there would be a 60-vote point of 
order already available on it. As I men-
tioned before, there is already another 
60-vote possibility because anybody in 
the Senate can filibuster an issue 
which can cause it to fall into a cat-
egory of needing a cloture motion. 
When you file a cloture motion, if you 
were to file it today, we couldn’t vote 
on it until Saturday, and we would be 
debating the qualities of that amend-
ment until Saturday. Saturday, when 
we had the 60 votes to pass it, then 
there would be another 30 hours of de-
bate before the actual vote on that 
amendment, if everybody wanted to 
press the time. That would take up 5 
days, maybe 6 days. 

Waiving a point of order takes a few 
moments, and we can see if there is the 
strength to move the issue forward and 
discourage filibusters. 

There is some real merit to having 
this point of order, both to show we 
have a concern for small business and 
recognize they are the engine that 
drives the economy of this country and 
that we do need to watch out for them, 
protect them, and keep from putting 
them out of business. 

I hope my colleagues will take a 
careful look at this amendment and see 
the merit in it instead of sensing that 
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there could be implications. I do not 
have any ulterior motives, other than 
my normal concern for small business 
and the feeling we need to watch out 
for them. It doesn’t hurt to have a 
searching for answers, sometimes a 
third way, to get done what we want to 
do to allow small business to succeed 
and for us to do what we wish to do. 

I hope my colleagues will take a look 
at this amendment and vote for it. I 
sense there are some who are going to 
vote for it anyway. I hope they follow 
through and vote for it. 

I yield the floor and yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 
now awaiting the arrival of Senator 
CARPER. I ask the staff to call the Sen-
ator’s office because we are ready to go 
to Senator CARPER’s amendment. 

Mr. President, could you give us an 
update on the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the 
present time, there is 4 minutes re-
maining to the Senator from Wyoming 
and 3 minutes remaining to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota on the Enzi 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. We are prepared to 
yield back all time on both sides of the 
Enzi amendment. 

I see Senator COLEMAN is here. Will 
Senator COLEMAN be available to go 
forward with his amendment? Senator 
CARPER is not in the Chamber. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I am 
ready to go forward. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
the manager on the other side if that is 
acceptable with him. 

Mr. GREGG. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Why don’t we do that. 

We thank Senator COLEMAN very much. 
We will go to Senator CARPER after 
Senator COLEMAN has completed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 577 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be laid aside so that I may 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. COLE-

MAN], for himself, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, 
and Mr. ROBERTS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 577. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide budget levels to extend 

through 2012 the production tax credit for 
electricity produced from renewable re-
sources; the Clean Renewable Energy 
Bonds; and energy tax provisions for en-
ergy efficient buildings and power plants) 
On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$277,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$634,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, as we 
all know, budgets are about setting pri-
orities for the Nation. As we continue 
to work on the resolution today, I offer 
an amendment to address a key pri-
ority for our Nation: providing for our 
Nation’s energy future. 

We all know America’s energy needs 
are growing rapidly. We need clean en-
ergy, and high energy prices threaten 
our national security. This is now a na-
tional security issue. A few years ago, 
when I was talking about ethanol, I 
would get some patronizing pats on the 
back for taking care of some Midwest 
corn growers. That has changed today. 

Clearly, this is a national security 
issue. High energy prices threaten our 
economic security. It is imperative 
then that Congress work to promote 
energy technology that will offer clean 
energy solutions and, if anything, 
Congress’s budget should provide for 
new opportunities to address these 
issues. 

Yet in addition to seeking new legis-
lative opportunities, we must address 
the oncoming expiration of current en-
ergy tax incentives that promote re-
newable energy and energy efficiency. 

At the end of 2008, tax incentives for 
wind, biomass, geothermal, hydro-
power, solar, and other clean energy 
technologies will expire, as well as tax 
provisions for energy-efficient residen-
tial and commercial buildings. 

In my home State of Minnesota, we 
take a lot of pride in our leadership on 
renewable energy issues from biomass 

to wind. It has been said southwest 
Minnesota is the Saudi Arabia of wind. 
Our State has made a massive invest-
ment in renewables and it is paying off. 
Renewable energy allows Minnesota to 
diversify and expand. It has reduced 
Minnesota’s carbon footprint, and has 
also created jobs and put our State on 
the leading edge of renewable tech-
nology. At one point, I believe Min-
nesota had half the E85 pumps. 

We have had success I would like to 
see continue in my State and rep-
licated across the Nation. The United 
States should be a leader of renewable 
energy in this world. But much of the 
success would not have been possible 
without a little assistance. The produc-
tion tax credit, for example, has en-
abled the wind industry to explode over 
the last several years. I talked with so 
many folks involved in the wind energy 
business, farmers who farm wind today, 
small-town mayors who are depending 
on wind energy to help them. We are at 
the point now where there is a waiting 
list for wind turbines. This is a great 
success story that would not have been 
possible without the production tax 
credit which is set to expire at the end 
of 2008. 

Another renewable energy incentive 
that is new but has generated a lot of 
interest is the CREBs, clean renewable 
energy bonds. These are enabling local 
governments and rural electric co-ops 
to make a contribution to the need for 
renewable energy. I know there is a 
case in Minnesota where several school 
districts actually combined to use 
these bonds to put up a wind turbine 
project. There are great renewable suc-
cess stories waiting to happen, but this 
wind energy tool, set to expire in 2008, 
will be short lived if not extended. 

A lot of times, we focus on the pro-
duction side of the energy issue, when, 
in reality, promoting energy efficiency 
can do more than anything to lower en-
ergy prices and protect the environ-
ment in the short term. In fact, the 
American Council for Energy-Efficient 
Economy has found if a massive energy 
efficiency effort were undertaken, we 
could reduce natural gas use by 1 per-
cent and cut prices by well over 30 per-
cent—in fact, they said a 37-percent po-
tential cut in prices. Energy efficiency 
is the quickest, cheapest, and cleanest 
way to bring down energy costs for 
consumers. Meanwhile, as consumers 
save money, they also reduce green-
house gas emissions. 

Although we should always look for 
additional policies that promote en-
ergy efficiency, Congress has passed 
tax provisions for energy-efficient 
homes and commercial buildings that 
have made a real impact. One such pro-
vision is a deduction for energy-effi-
cient commercial buildings that reduce 
annual energy and power consumption 
by 50 percent, while another tax provi-
sion provides a credit to eligible con-
tracts for construction of a qualified 
new energy-efficient home. Unfortu-
nately, these, too, will expire in 2008. 
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At a time when Congress should be 

sending clear signals to the market-
place to move forward with renewable 
energy and energy efficiency, the very 
tax incentives targeted to these en-
deavors will expire shortly. Meanwhile, 
how is business supposed to make long- 
term, responsible decisions with such 
little certainty about the existence of 
these provisions? 

That is the point. If you talk to 
farmers, talk to groups of farmers who 
are coming together, they can’t get the 
investment, they can’t pool invest-
ment, work with banks and others un-
less they know there is a long-term tax 
incentive in place. That 1 percent per 
kilowatt is absolutely critical, and it is 
set to expire in 2008. 

The tremendous advantage we are 
making—and the Senator from North 
Dakota understands well—is important 
to our part of the country. There is the 
possibility of cutting the legs out from 
under them, and we simply should not 
let that happen. 

From my State, there is a very clear 
example. My State of Minnesota has 
adopted—and is setting the standard— 
a 30 by 20, 25 requirement. In other 
words, cut emissions by 30 percent. 

Yesterday I sat in on a conversation 
with the head of Xcel Energy, one of 
the largest energy providers in the 
State of Minnesota, and I said: How are 
you going to get to 30 percent? His an-
swer was wind energy. Wind energy 
will play an important part. 

It used to be a boutique form of en-
ergy, just a couple of wind farmers, but 
today it is an important part of the 
whole package, the whole piece we 
need to have in place in order to meet 
the standards that have been set that 
will provide for a cleaner environment 
and that will cut our dependence on 
foreign oil. 

Without incorporating these exten-
sions into its fiscal blueprint, I do not 
believe this budget is setting a respon-
sible course for our Nation’s energy 
policy. As we look for additional ways 
to promote renewable energy and en-
ergy efficiency, I urge my colleagues to 
recognize the need to ensure that we do 
not take a step back. If these tax in-
centives expire, we will be taking a ter-
rible step back. We need to extend 
these energy tax provisions, and I urge 
support for my budget amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota offers an 
amendment with which I am entirely 
sympathetic. In fact, these are many 
things that I strongly support. 

I would inquire of the Senator if he 
would be open to a different pay-for. 
Let me express why I am concerned 
about it. The pay-for the Senator has 
offered is section 920, and section 920 is 
about, at this point, fully subscribed. 
We are between $7 billion and $7.5 bil-
lion a year on section 920 already, I 
would say to the Senator. That is 
about as much as we can do realisti-
cally. The President, in his package, 
had $7.5 billion. The appropriators, in 
this last bill for the last year, did $6 
billion. 

So the concern I have is that we wind 
up with a circumstance that will not 
accomplish what the Senator and I 
very much want to have happen. I 
would offer for his consideration that 
we will not be voting on his amend-
ment right now, in any event, so there 
is some time for us to consider an al-
ternative. If I could quickly offer as an 
alternative a reserve fund, which would 
give total flexibility to the committees 
of jurisdiction as to how to fund them, 
would the Senator be open to an alter-
native? 

Mr. COLEMAN. I would note, Mr. 
President, that I think the underlying 
budget provides about $36.4 billion in 
section 920 funding. I think that is the 
figure. I know, as the Senator from 
North Dakota knows, that there have 
been a number of other proposals. I 
think Senator BINGAMAN’s amendment 
uses section 920. I do think this is a pri-
ority that should have been in the un-
derlying budget. I think it is that es-
sential. I believe the Senator from 
North Dakota understands and knows 
the importance of the extension of 
these tax credits. 

This will not be voted on now for a 
couple of hours, but I will certainly go 
back and explore and look at some of 
the possibilities. In the end, I believe 
this needs to be part of this budget. It 
is important for our Nation’s energy 
security. It is important, certainly, 
from an economic perspective. And it is 
a win-win for everyone. So let me ex-
plore other alternatives, but I do hope 
my colleagues support this amend-
ment, either with the 920 section we 
are looking at or we will explore 
whether there is another potential. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, the Senator is exactly 
right. I think in section 920, we are at 
about $38 billion. That is over 5 years. 
The $7 billion I was referencing is for 1 
year. The comparison I was making is 
that the President had given us similar 
offsets of about $7.5 billion for 1 year. 
The appropriators, in the last major 
bill for last year, did $6 billion for the 
year. So what I am trying to commu-
nicate is that I think we are pretty 
close to fully subscribed there. 

There is an alternative that would be 
a deficit-neutral reserve fund that 
leaves open to the committees of juris-
diction—it actually gives them more 
flexibility, I would say to the Senator. 
I would enthusiastically support that, 
if the Senator would consider a modi-
fication. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I will 
certainly work with the Senator from 
North Dakota and see if we can figure 
out a way to get this done. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 
now ready to go to Senator CARPER. 

We very much appreciate the pa-
tience Senator CARPER has shown in 
getting time on the Senate floor. We 
thank him for his valuable contribu-
tions as we work these many amend-
ments we have already considered. Sen-
ator CARPER has been an especially 

constructive member, and we want to 
recognize him and thank him for that. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want 
to convey my gratitude to Senator 
CONRAD, our chairman, and also Sen-
ator GREGG, our former chairman, and 
say how much I respect and admire the 
way they have worked together, wheth-
er Democrats were in the majority or 
the Republicans were in the majority. I 
think they set an example for the rest 
of us to follow in the way we deal with 
each other: with mutual respect, al-
ways focusing on the issues, sometimes 
disagreeing, but doing so in an agree-
able way, much the way the Presiding 
Officer handles himself in these mat-
ters. 

AMENDMENT NO. 538 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside and that it be in order for me 
to call up one amendment at the desk, 
and that is amendment No. 538; that 
once it is reported by number, it be set 
aside and that I be recognized to speak 
with respect to this amendment, as al-
ready previously provided for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. CARPER], 

for himself and Mr. COBURN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 538. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce the deficit by recovering 

improper payments) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND 

FOR REDUCTION OF IMPROPER PAY-
MENTS. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, functional totals, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution 
upon enactment of legislation that achieves 
savings by eliminating or reducing improper 
payments made by agencies reporting im-
proper payments estimates under the Im-
proper Payments Information Act of 2002 and 
uses such savings to reduce the deficit, pro-
vided that the legislation would not increase 
the deficit over the total of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012. 

Mr. CARPER. I have three amend-
ments, Mr. President, that I will be 
talking about which I offered with Sen-
ator COBURN. Before I talk about the 
amendments, though, let me take a 
moment to say, as a lot of my col-
leagues do, I have a great deal of inter-
est in the budget, the budget itself and 
also the budget process. 

Part of my interest goes back to my 
former role as Governor of my State, 
where we drafted, prepared, proposed, 
and implemented those budgets for 8 
years. During those 8 years, we bal-
anced our budget every year. We even 
put money, I think almost every year, 
in a rainy day fund to deal with chal-
lenges that might confront my succes-
sors someday down the line. We were 
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able to balance the budget during those 
years in part because we were guided 
by a simple, basic principle, and that is 
if something is worth doing, it is worth 
paying for. 

Balancing the budget doesn’t mean 
sitting on our hands and doing nothing. 
In Delaware, while I was privileged to 
serve as its chief executive, we cut 
taxes in 7 out of 8 years, both indi-
vidual personal income taxes and busi-
ness taxes. We also invested in our 
schools to raise student achievement. 
We sought to improve health coverage 
for our children. We put in place a pre-
scription drug assistance program. We 
helped make welfare pay less than 
work so that people would be 
incentivized to go to work. We en-
hanced our transportation infrastruc-
ture and paid down some of our debt. 

It wasn’t just the Governor, it was 
the legislature, with Democrats and 
Republicans working together, sort of 
our tradition in my little State. We set 
priorities, we saved money where we 
could, and when something was worth 
doing, we paid for it. We paid as we 
went. We balanced the budget, and we 
did so year after year. 

When I was elected to the Senate in 
2000, the Federal budget was balanced 
as well. In fact, our country was enjoy-
ing budget surpluses. When I came to 
the Senate, we were actually on track 
to pay off our national debt. We were 
on track to be debt free, as hard as that 
is to imagine today. I spent most of my 
first term in the Senate in the minor-
ity. It was a very different experience 
from being Governor of my State. Over 
the course of my first term in the Sen-
ate, I watched the majority pass budg-
et resolution after budget resolution 
that ultimately dug us further into 
debt. 

In 2000, the Federal budget was on 
course to run, I think, a $5.5 trillion 
surplus. The size of the national debt 
had been falling at that point for a cou-
ple of years. Over the last 6 years, we 
have gone, unfortunately, in the oppo-
site direction. We have run record 
budget deficits and added some $1.5 
trillion to our Nation’s debt. 

Last year, the American people said 
enough. This budget resolution re-
sponds to the desire of the American 
people to return to what I call a com-
monsense approach. There is an old 
saying—I think it is from Denis 
Healey, Chancellor of the Exchequer in 
Great Britain. He had a theory on 
holes. ‘‘When you find yourself in a 
hole, stop digging.’’ With this budget 
resolution, we stop digging. 

This budget resolution does, once 
again, what budget resolutions are sup-
posed to do. It not only charts the 
course to a balanced budget, it also in-
cludes enforcement mechanisms to 
keep Congress’s feet to the fire and, I 
might also add, the executive branch’s 
feet to the fire. A plan on paper to bal-
ance the budget is great, but it does no 
good if we throw that plan out the win-
dow as soon as we start passing spend-
ing and tax cut bills later in the year. 

This budget resolution requires that 
new proposals to increase spending or 
decrease revenues be fully offset with 
counterbalancing cuts in spending or 
increases in revenue. This pay-as-you- 
go requirement is something that I 
have been advocating, along with a 
number of my colleagues, certainly 
Senator CONRAD and others, for years. I 
am very pleased it will soon be adopt-
ed, I hope, by the Senate. 

This budget resolution takes some-
thing called budget reconciliation and 
restores it to its original purpose. Rec-
onciliation is a special procedure that 
was created to make it easier to pass 
legislation that made tough choices to 
reduce budget deficits. However, rec-
onciliation has been abused in some of 
these recent years. It has been used to 
speed the passage of legislation that, 
far from balancing the budget, actually 
turned around and busted the budget. 
It is a little like adding grease to a pig. 
It makes it exceedingly difficult to get 
a handle on our out-of-control budget 
problems. 

I offered an amendment a couple of 
years ago to prohibit the use of rec-
onciliation to expedite passage of 
measures that do bust the budget. I 
don’t know if that amendment was 
adopted, but I am glad the Senate will 
soon take this important step to re-
store fiscal order. 

This budget also includes a new long- 
term budget point of order. This is vi-
tally important because our short-term 
budget challenges pale in comparison 
to our long-term budget challenges. We 
ought to be taking steps now to pre-
pare for the retirement of the baby 
boom generation—that is my genera-
tion and maybe the generation of sev-
eral of us on the Senate floor today— 
preparing for our retirement and pre-
paring for the strain those retirements 
are going to place on programs such as 
Social Security, Medicare, and, I might 
add, Medicaid. The last thing we ought 
to do is take steps now that will make 
matters worse in the future. 

The new budget point of order cre-
ated by this resolution requires 60 
votes for legislation that would make 
our long-term budget challenges sub-
stantially worse. This forces the Con-
gress to look beyond the present, even 
past the next election—something we 
don’t always do—to the future we are 
leaving to our children and to our 
grandchildren. 

I commend the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Senator CONRAD. 
He has inherited a difficult set of cir-
cumstances. He has inherited a budget 
pretty much out of balance. He has in-
herited a Tax Code that has middle- 
class tax increases built in, in the form 
of a rapidly expanding alternative min-
imum tax. Nonetheless, under his lead-
ership, the Budget Committee has 
managed to craft what I think is a very 
sensible resolution. They have provided 
for our troops in the field. They have 
provided for investments at home in 
education, health care for our children, 
and they have done this in the context 

of a plan that holds the line on taxes 
and charts a course to a balanced budg-
et over the next 5 years. 

I particularly thank Senator CONRAD 
for managing to provide, consistent 
with a plan to balance the budget, vital 
support for passenger rail service in 
this country of ours. It is becoming in-
creasingly evident every day that pas-
senger rail is a good investment, and 
one I think that is getting better. It is 
critical to economic growth and mobil-
ity. It is necessary to address traffic 
congestion and to protect air quality, 
and it is an essential part of reducing 
our dependence upon foreign oil. 

I will just share what I think is a 
pretty good ‘‘gee whiz’’ factor. We are 
in Washington, DC, today talking 
about how rail, passenger rail and 
freight rail, can help in terms of reduc-
ing our dependence on foreign oil. We 
can take a ton of freight, move it from 
Washington, DC, to the Northeast cor-
ridor, to Boston, MA, with 1 gallon of 
diesel fuel. Think about that. With 1 
gallon of diesel fuel you can move a ton 
of freight by rail from Washington, DC, 
to Boston, MA. 

There are real economies to be 
gained, real progress in terms of reduc-
ing our dependence on foreign oil. That 
is about as graphic an example as I can 
think of. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CARPER. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator shared 
that statistic with me the other day, 
and I would like the Senator to repeat 
it because I think it is very easily over-
looked. Would the Senator repeat that 
statistic? 

Mr. CARPER. With pleasure. It is 
possible to move 1 ton of freight by rail 
from Washington, DC to Boston, MA, 
for about a gallon of diesel fuel. That is 
it. There are similar kinds of effi-
ciencies we could realize by moving 
people, not just tons of freight by rail 
but people by rail, especially in densely 
populated corridors. I am not one who 
argues—I used to be on the Amtrak 
board, but I am not one who argues we 
should run trains in places people don’t 
want to ride them or that we should 
run them in sparsely populated areas. I 
don’t know that always makes sense. 
But we have 75 percent of people in this 
country who live within 50 miles of one 
of our coastlines. What that does, from 
the Northeast, the mid-Atlantic, 
Southeast, gulf coast, west coast, is 
create a lot of densely populated cor-
ridors. They lend themselves to pas-
senger rail, especially for trips of 
maybe 300 or 400 miles or less. 

With respect to Amtrak funding, we 
need to appropriate levels of capital. 
That is going to be more important as 
we consider a comprehensive reauthor-
ization bill for Amtrak, which I hope is 
going to happen later this year. 

I also thank Senator CONRAD and the 
committee for addressing the tax gap 
in this bill. That is the difference be-
tween the amount of tax that is legally 
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owed and the amount that is actually 
being paid on a timely basis. The tax 
gap is estimated to be some $345 billion 
in 2001. The chairman of the Budget 
Committee has estimated it will 
amount to as much as $2 trillion over 
the course of the 5 years covered by 
this budget resolution. If we com-
pletely closed this tax gap, we would 
largely eliminate the Federal budget 
deficit. We are never going to com-
pletely close it, but we need to do more 
to narrow it. It is a matter of basic 
fairness to the great majority of Amer-
icans who do the right thing and pay 
their taxes they owe on a timely basis. 

Together with Senator COBURN, who 
is the ranking member of the Financial 
Management Subcommittee I chair, I 
am offering three amendments to the 
budget resolution that I believe com-
plement the initiatives in the budget 
resolution to address the tax gap. Our 
amendments deal with the spending 
side of the equation. Based on our work 
in the subcommittee, our amendments 
point to ways in which we can and 
should reduce the deficit by promoting 
better financial management. I think 
actually the administration probably 
agrees with what we are trying to do 
here. 

Our first amendment deals with im-
proper payments. Agencies across the 
Federal Government spend literally 
tens of billions of dollars every year on 
avoidable payment errors. 

The most recent Governmentwide es-
timates from OMB report that agencies 
made about $41 billion in improper pay-
ments in fiscal year 2006, most of them 
overpayments. This total is likely only 
the tip of the iceberg, since many agen-
cies are not in full compliance with the 
law that requires them to report on 
their payment errors—the Improper 
Payments Information Act. 

OMB has plans in place to improve 
agencies’ compliance with the Im-
proper Payments Information Act. In 
keeping with our oversight role, our 
subcommittee is working with OMB to 
ensure that agencies comply with these 
plans and make consistent progress to-
ward OMB’s goal of eliminating up to 
$20 billion—that’s about half the im-
proper payments—in reported improper 
payments between now and 2011. 

The first amendment Senator COBURN 
and I have submitted would apply such 
savings as we are able to realize 
through the elimination of improper 
payments to deficit-reduction. 

The second amendment Senator 
COBURN and I have submitted touches 
on recovery audits, a tool at least some 
agencies use to recover payment errors 
they make. 

Under current law, agencies with at 
least $500 million in contracts out-
standing must regularly go through 
their books to find overpayments, dou-
ble payments, and other errors they 
may have made in paying their con-
tractors. 

According to data released by OMB 
in January, just 2 months ago, agencies 
used recovery auditing to identify and 

collect millions of dollars in payment 
errors made to contractors. Frankly, 
We would like to see more of this kind 
of auditing work done. 

I intend to work with Senator 
COBURN, OMB, and others to increase 
the amount of recovery auditing that 
occurs at the Federal level. The 
amendment Senator COBURN and I have 
submitted today would dedicate the 
savings we achieve by doing that 
through these efforts to deficit reduc-
tion. 

Our third amendment touches on the 
management of Federal property. Sen-
ator COBURN and I have learned 
through several hearings in our sub-
committee that agencies are spending 
a significant amount of money each 
year maintaining unneeded property— 
including buildings that are com-
pletely vacant. 

Part of this problem comes from the 
fact that agencies still don’t really 
know what property they own, in some 
cases, despite some admirable efforts 
undertaken by the administration. 
Agencies also aren’t given the appro-
priate incentives under current law to 
dispose of property they no longer 
need. 

Senator COBURN and I have been 
working on legislation that would give 
agencies additional tools and incen-
tives that will encourage them to dis-
pose of unneeded and vacant property. 
In so doing, it will enable the Federal 
Government and the taxpayers of this 
country to save the substantial costs 
that are incurred when we fail to dis-
pose of these excess properties. 

OMB has said that the legislation 
Senator COBURN and I hope to bring 
forward this year would help agencies 
unload some $11 billion in property by 
2011. The amendment Senator COBURN 
and I have submitted today would de-
vote this savings to deficit-reduction. 

Again, I commend the Chairman of 
the Budget Committee and the Full 
Committee for a job well done. I urge 
my colleagues to support this budget 
resolution. And I urge my colleagues to 
join Senator COBURN and me in our ef-
forts, I hope later today, to reduce the 
deficit through better financial man-
agement, by supporting these 3 amend-
ments. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I see 

now that Senator LINCOLN has come to 
the floor. We are running a little bit 
ahead of schedule, which is very helpful 
to us. While the Senator prepares, I say 
this to my colleagues: It is very impor-
tant for colleagues to get this message 
because we have agreed between the 
managers of the bill to the following: 
In addition to the outline of amend-
ments we have between now and when 
we start voting, we are then going to 
stop voting at 6 o’clock tonight. We 
will then have a period this evening 
where Senators will be able to speak. 
They will not be able to offer amend-
ments. They can speak about amend-

ments, but they will not be able to 
offer the amendments. We will have 
blocks of 30 minutes. From 6 to 6:30, 
the time will be under the control of 
the minority. From 6:30 to 7, it will be 
under the control of the majority. It 
will alternate back and forth in that 
way. 

So from 6 to 6:30, the minority will 
control a 30-minute block. From 6:30 to 
7, the majority will control a 30-minute 
block, and so on. From 7 to 7:30, back 
to the minority. From 7:30 to 8, the 
majority. Senators and their staffs 
need to be aware that time will be 
available for speaking. You can talk on 
the amendments. You can talk on the 
budget resolution. You will not be able 
to offer an amendment, but you can 
talk about the amendment you will be 
offering tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. To clarify further from 
our side of the aisle, in those time slots 
we have already had requests for 10 
speakers. We are basically allocating 15 
minutes per speaker so we are well into 
21⁄2 hours of our time we will be using 
on our side of the aisle. If other people 
wish to speak, it will be after those 
first 10 who have already gotten in 
touch with us and told us they need 
time. Please get in touch with us if 
people want to say something. At that 
time it will be a convenient time for 
people who have an amendment to talk 
about the amendment so they can get a 
little more on the record about the 
amendment because tomorrow on the 
vote-arama they will be limited to 1 
minute to explain their amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator. I 
wish to send the word out to Senators 
on our side that time will be des-
ignated on a first come, first served 
basis. So Senators need to call the 
cloakroom or call the Budget Com-
mittee to get that time allocated. 

Now we have time reserved for the 
Senator from Arkansas, Mrs. LINCOLN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 542 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to call up amend-
ment 542. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I also ask unanimous 
consent to add Senator MCCASKILL as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mrs. LIN-

COLN], for herself, Ms. SNOWE, and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 542. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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(Purpose: To provide the Veterans Benefits 

Administration with additional resources 
and staff to more effectively meet their in-
creasing workload and to address the unac-
ceptably large claims backlog that con-
tinues to cause undue hardships for vet-
erans and their families across the coun-
try) 
On page 22, line 12, increase the amount by 

$70,000,000. 
On page 22, line 13, increase the amount by 

$62,000,000. 
On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000. 
On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$70,000,000. 
On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$62,000,000. 
On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$8,000,000. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I have 
a special thanks to our chairman and 
ranking member, who have been enor-
mously diligent on this budget issue. 
Chairman CONRAD has done a phe-
nomenal job in bringing together a 
budget that reflects values for this 
country and for the American people. 
We are grateful to him for spending so 
much time, along with the members of 
the Budget Committee, in doing that. 

I rise today to offer this amendment 
with my friend and colleague from 
Maine, Senator SNOWE. It is an amend-
ment to the budget resolution that 
would provide an additional $70 million 
for the Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion. It is not a huge amount, but it is 
a necessary amount. This very much 
needed funding would provide the Vet-
erans Benefits Administration with ad-
ditional resources and staff to more ef-
fectively meet its increasing workload 
and its growing backlog of pending 
claims. 

We have seen a tremendous pressure 
put on our Veterans’ Administration 
over the last several years. The vet-
erans of this country, who have given 
so selflessly to this country in their 
service, in return deserve the services 
they have been promised. It is so im-
portant that the Veterans’ Administra-
tion is able to process those requests. 

Chairman AKAKA and Senator MUR-
RAY have certainly shown tremendous 
leadership on behalf of our veterans. I 
thank them from the bottom of my 
heart. I thank them for all they have 
done. I also commend my colleague 
Chairman CONRAD for this budget reso-
lution which does so much in reflecting 
our Nation’s commitment to our vet-
erans. We know the chairman has put 
in here much needed resources for the 
VA. Those of us who believe so strong-
ly in our veterans appreciate that. 

I am here today to build off of that 
great work these individuals have 
done. Delivering timely and accurate 
benefits to the brave men and women 
who have served our Nation in uniform 
should be a priority for each of us. The 
current backlog of pending disability 
and compensation claims has been list-
ed as one of the VA’s highest manage-
ment priorities over the past several 
years. Yet the backlog that exists 
there is growing each and every day. 
The number of veterans who are con-

tacting our office, our congressional of-
fice in Arkansas, who need help in 
navigating the disability claims arena 
at the VA, is so huge. Unfortunately, 
the time that begins to lag becomes 
years—not weeks or days but years— 
that our veterans are not getting the 
services they need because of this 
claims process. 

With an aging veteran population 
and more and more service men and 
women who are returning from over-
seas, the numbers of these claims will 
continue to increase, and the problem 
also becomes that our older veterans 
who have claims and have had claims 
existing for a long time, unfortunately, 
with newer veterans who are returning 
from Iraq and Afghanistan, they get 
pushed to the front of the line often-
times. It is an unreasonable situation 
for the VA to be in. 

The complexity of these claims has 
also increased as the health of our 
aging veterans has worsened and we 
are seeing a growing number of com-
plex new claims that are resulting from 
complex combat-related injuries, such 
as PTSD and traumatic brain injuries. 

Unfortunately, the increase in the 
growing complexity of these claims, 
coupled with the lack of resources by 
the VA, has contributed to an unac-
ceptably large claims backlog that 
continues to cause undue hardship for 
our veterans and their families all 
across this country. 

We all agree the claims process 
should be more timely and more accu-
rate. While there are a number of fun-
damental changes that need to be 
made, the least we can do is better pro-
vide the VA with the resources and the 
staff they so desperately need. 

Last year the backlog of pending 
compensation and pension claims was 
nearly 586,000. As of last week, the 
backlog had grown to over 647,000. 

The most time-consuming and labor- 
intensive claims to process are the dis-
ability claims which require rating de-
cisions. Last year the backlog of dis-
ability claims was nearly 372,000. 
Today it has grown to 405,000. This 
amendment would address the growing 
backlog of pending disability claims by 
providing $65 million to hire an addi-
tional 600 disability claims processors. 

As the VA receives and adjudicates 
more claims, it results in a larger num-
ber of appeals. That backlog of claims 
also continues to grow, and that is why 
this amendment would provide $4 mil-
lion for the Board of Veterans’ Appeals 
to hire 32 additional full-time staff. 

Additional funds are also necessary 
to increase training for current em-
ployees as well as any new employees 
to ensure consistency of claims proc-
essing and to lower error rates. That is 
why this amendment would provide the 
1-year cost for increased training re-
sources and quality measures with 
$400,000 for training and performance 
support systems and $400,000 for skill 
certification. 

I was taught at an early age about 
the sacrifices our troops and their fam-

ilies have made to keep our Nation 
free. My father and grandfathers both 
served in uniform; my father in Korea 
as an infantryman, I had both grand-
fathers who served the Nation in World 
War I. That is why I am here today. 

These veterans have given so much. 
They have given so much, as have their 
families. But to sit in waiting for years 
to get an answer from the VA is abso-
lutely unacceptable, simply because we 
are not willing to put the staff there 
that needs to be there to deal with the 
volume of people who are coming. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, which would simply allow 
the VA to better process and award the 
benefits to which they are entitled by 
law. This does not create any new ben-
efits. It simply gives them access to 
the benefits they already need and de-
serve. 

I would ask my colleagues to check 
with your staff and check with your of-
fices to see the disability claims you 
are dealing with for veterans in your 
State and see how many of them have 
such a lengthy time that you would 
love to be able to erase. 

The lessons ingrained in me since my 
childhood have taught me that after a 
person has served in the military, we 
should make every effort, absolutely 
every effort, to care for them and for 
their families and to honor the benefits 
they have earned. It is the least we can 
do for those to whom we owe so much. 
It is the least we can do to reassure fu-
ture generations that a grateful nation 
will not forget them when their mili-
tary service is complete. 

I urge my colleagues to support us on 
this amendment. We know that, as I 
said, the Budget Committee has done a 
good job in putting forth a responsible 
budget but one that truly recognizes 
the needs of our veterans. This is one 
small measure where we can assure the 
resources will be there to hire the staff, 
to ensure the backlog in these claims 
can be taken care of. 

I appreciate, again, the chairman and 
the ranking member of the Budget 
Committee. I thank them for the in-
credible job they have done. I encour-
age my colleagues to support this 
amendment on behalf of the many vet-
erans, with whom each and every one 
of us in our offices works, to ensure we 
can get them a timely response on 
their claims with the VA. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of an amend-
ment that my friend and colleague 
from Arkansas, Senator LINCOLN, and 
myself have offered to the budget reso-
lution, which will help to ensure that 
our Nation’s courageous veterans re-
ceive the benefits and compensation 
that they have earned in a timely and 
efficient manner from the Department 
of Veterans Affairs (VA). 

Every year, hundreds of thousands of 
America’s finest look to the Veterans 
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Benefits Administration (VBA) to proc-
ess their claims for disability com-
pensation, pensions and other entitle-
ments due them as a result of their un-
selfish and steadfast service to our Na-
tion. However, according to a VBA 
Workload Report in 2006, the total 
number of pending compensation and 
pension claims increased nearly 17 per-
cent over 2006, from 517,574 to 604,308 
cases—and as of last week, the backlog 
had grown to 647,405 cases. On top of 
this, our country’s aging veterans’ pop-
ulation and influx of service men and 
women who will enter the VA system 
after returning from Iraq and Afghani-
stan will inexorably lead to an increase 
in the VBA’s workload. 

The lengthy delay that many vet-
erans endure to receive their benefits 
from the VA is simply unacceptable. 
Therefore, I believe it is vital for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to have 
the resources necessary to promptly 
deliver benefits to veterans by adjudi-
cating and processing their claims in a 
timely and accurate fashion. Given the 
critical financial importance of dis-
ability payments for veterans and their 
families, the VA has an undeniable re-
sponsibility to maintain an effective 
delivery system and to take decisive 
and appropriate action to correct defi-
ciencies as soon as they become evi-
dent. 

On March 7, 2007, the Senate Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs received 
testimony from Rick Surratt, the Dep-
uty National Legislative Director of 
the Disabled America Veterans, who 
highlighted the staffing shortages that 
have hindered the VA’s ability to proc-
ess claims. Surratt stated: 

Past Reductions in staffing levels degraded 
VA’s ability to process and decide disability 
claims in a correct and timely manner. After 
falling behind, it never fully recovered. With 
continued growth in the volume and com-
plexity of claims for disability benefits, VA 
has not requested the resources necessary to 
overcome the existing backlog and stay 
abreast of that growth. . . . 

On December 4, 2006, Senator LINCOLN 
and I joined with 33 of our colleagues 
to send a letter to the President, re-
spectfully requesting that his fiscal 
year 2008 budget submission to Con-
gress includes adequate funding for ad-
ditional staff and resources necessary 
to address the growing backlog of pend-
ing claims at the VBA. According to 
the President’s fiscal year 2008 budget, 
the average length of time to process a 
veteran’s disability claim has dropped 
to 177 days, and the President’s new 
budget will lower that processing time 
to 145 days. Although Senator LINCOLN 
and I applaud the President’s recent ef-
forts to improve the veterans’ claims 
process, we still feel that our Nation’s 
veterans deserve much better. 

Therefore, our amendment will di-
rectly address the staff and resource 
shortages at the VBA by providing $64.5 
million in order to hire an additional 
600 disability claims processors. Addi-
tionally, the Board of Veterans Ap-
peals, whose workload has increased by 
82.5 percent since 2001—to an estimated 

40,000 cases by the end of 2007—has seen 
decreases in staff levels during the 
same period. As a result, a GAO report 
found that it took an average of 657 
days to resolve these appeals. Our 
amendment will provide the Board of 
Veterans Appeals with $4.1 million to 
hire an additional 32 processors in 
order to expedite the adjudication 
process to acceptable levels. 

I also believe that comprehensive 
training and skill certification pro-
grams must be implemented in order to 
reduce the claims backlog and ensure 
that processing personnel make accu-
rate decisions. The prevalence of new 
and complex disability claims resulting 
from posttraumatic stress disorder, 
PTSD, and traumatic brain injury, 
TBI, provide further evidence of the 
VA’s need for a larger and more ad-
vanced processing staff. Thus, our 
amendment will provide a 1-year cost 
for increased training resources and 
quality measures with $400,000 for 
training and performance support sys-
tems and $400,000 for skills certifi-
cation. 

I have nothing but the utmost re-
spect for those brave Americans who 
served in uniform with honor, courage, 
and distinction. The obligation our Na-
tion holds for its veterans is enormous, 
and it is an obligation that must be 
fulfilled every day. At a time when 
over 600,000 courageous men and 
women have returned from combat in 
both Iraq and Afghanistan, and over 
24,000 servicemembers have been 
wounded since the onset of Operation 
Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi 
Freedom, Congress must now do every-
thing in its power to answer our vet-
erans’ call, to ensure that they receive 
the benefits that they rightly earned 
and rightly deserve. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 
Our veterans deserve nothing less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I wish to thank Sen-
ator LINCOLN for this amendment. We 
all know there is a claim backlog that 
is absolutely unacceptable. According 
to the General Accounting Office, be-
tween fiscal years 2003 and 2006, the 
backlog of veterans waiting on ratings 
claims grew by almost 50 percent, in-
cluding those filed by veterans of the 
Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts. 

Similar problems have been cited at 
the Department of Defense. That is an 
unacceptable backlog. I wish to thank 
the Senator for offering this amend-
ment, which I might add is paid for. I 
especially thank the Senator for that. 

We now have the Senator from Wyo-
ming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. I would suggest that we 
settle up the post-6 o’clock period, if 
the chairman is agreeable with that at 
this time, with a unanimous consent 
request along the lines of what the 
chairman earlier outlined. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we next go to the Senator 
from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS, for 10 
minutes. Is that acceptable to the Sen-
ator? We then go back on the previous 
schedule. At 4 o’clock, we recognize 
Senator BAYH for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. The previous schedule 
assumed Senator KYL. 

Mr. CONRAD. We would stay with 
the schedule we had, but at 4 o’clock 
we would go to Senator BAYH for 10 
minutes. Then after the votes are com-
pleted, that we have the first half hour 
dedicated to the minority, for people 
with the right to speak on amendments 
for up to 15 minutes each. That from 6 
to 6:30, the time is under the control of 
the minority; from 6:30 to 7, the time is 
under the control of the majority; from 
7 to 7:30, the time is under the control 
of the minority, back and forth in 
those half-hour blocks of time. Sen-
ators would be permitted to speak. 
They would be able to speak on amend-
ments but not to offer amendments 
during that period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, also I 
would note, for the edification of our 
side of the aisle, our first group of 
speakers will be in this order: Senators 
DOMENICI, SPECTER—they will go 15 
minutes each—starting at 6; Senator 
GRASSLEY and Senator HATCH, second 
half hour; Senator VOINOVICH and Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, the third half hour; 
Senator CHAMBLISS, Senator THOMAS, 
the fourth half hour; Senator GRAHAM, 
Senator BURR, the fifth half hour. 

If there are Members, additional Re-
publican Members, who wish to get 
time in this post-6 o’clock period, I 
wish they would get in touch with us. 

If any of these Members whom I just 
listed who had gotten in touch with 
us—we basically listed them in the 
order they got in touch with us—wish 
to adjust their time, we will try to 
work with them. But that is the game 
plan at the moment, so everyone is on 
notice. 

Mr. CONRAD. I say to the Senator, 
we may want to think about inter-
spersing Senators because it would be 
unfortunate if Senators did not appear 
and there was a large block of time 
where people were waiting. We are 
probably going to want to work out 
some mechanism where Senators, if 
they are here, we allow them to go for-
ward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 464 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment dealing with payment lim-
itations on farm programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
very much. He has, as always, been 
very courteous and very helpful in al-
lowing the budget resolution to pro-
ceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 498 

(Purpose: To strike the reserve funds) 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment numbered 498 at the 
desk, and I ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 498. 

On page 48, beginning with line 17, strike 
all through page 62, line 7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. The reason we are 
here, of course, is to deal with the 
budget. I think that is a very impor-
tant part of what we do in this Con-
gress. It has to do with funding pro-
grams, but it has also to do with deter-
mining what our spending is going to 
be in the year. 

Frankly, for many of us, having some 
idea, some control over spending is one 
of the key issues we face. The amend-
ment I am offering would bring some 
transparency, restraint, and I hope dis-
cipline to this budgeting process. The 
budget resolution is supposed to pro-
vide the blueprint for Government 
spending and allocate dollars for appro-
priators in the future. That is what it 
is for. That is why we do it in the budg-
et, so that for this year we will have a 
budget that says: Here are the pro-
grams, here are the dollars, this is 
what we do. 

To be sure, it is a difficult task. It is 
always difficult, and there are limited 
resources and always unlimited de-
mands and infinite requests. It is a 
tough job putting together a budget. 
However, it requires hard choices. I un-
derstand that. It is a time when we 
make choices among the competing 
priorities, and that is what budgeting 
is for. That is, in fact, the purpose of 
the budget. 

I am concerned, in this budget, about 
the reserve funds that are placed there. 
This budget abdicates responsibility in 
a number of areas and fails to even set 
a cap on overall spending. The primary 
mechanism by which this happens is 
because of the so-called reserve funds. 

This budget contains 22 separate 
funds, the purpose of which is to allow 
spending beyond the limits specified in 
the budget decision. In a vast majority 
of cases, the additional spending au-
thority is totally unchecked. Not only 
is spending unchecked, there is actu-
ally no money in any of these reserve 
funds. 

Of course, each of them is specified to 
be deficit neutral. What does that 
mean? What it means is that, in a 
budget that includes not a single penny 
of net spending restraint, taxes can be 
raised to pay for any reserve fund 

spending. This could be an additional 
$1 trillion in tax increases already as-
sumed in the budget. 

So that is the opportunity that is 
provided because of this reserve provi-
sion. Now, I know we have designated 
reserve funds in the past for various 
things, but the practice is not one we 
should encourage or continue or pro-
liferate. 

The American people sent a message 
last November. They want fiscal dis-
cipline. I could not agree more. And no 
more ‘‘business as usual’’ when it 
comes to spending. So we have a budg-
et but then we have a way to say: I 
want to expand the budget. And we pay 
for it by increasing taxes. So we really 
say: We do not have a budget at all 
until we are through with the year. I 
cannot understand that. So I hear the 
folks who are saying we need to control 
spending. 

Perhaps my friends on the other side 
of the aisle are not quite as conscious 
of that as we are. Even if we do make 
a miscalculation in the budget resolu-
tion, we need to move funds from one 
area to another, and that should be 
spending neutral. In other words, we 
should make hard choices, decrease 
spending in one area if we have to in-
crease it in another. 

As it is currently constructed, these 
reserve funds are the equivalent of a 
blank check signed by the American 
taxpayer. So these tax-and-spend funds 
need to be eliminated. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in support for this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is a 
quarter to 3. Next up is Senator KYL, to 
be recognized for an hour, equally di-
vided, on an estate tax amendment. 
Then we will have Senator BAYH at 4 
o’clock. Those are pending matters. 

These are the votes which are now in 
order, I advise my colleagues: the 
Hutchison sales tax amendment, the 
Ensign means testing Part D, the 
Sanders amendment to provide addi-
tional funding for education, the Enzi 
amendment that involves small busi-
ness, the Coleman amendment on en-
ergy, the Carper amendment, and the 
Lincoln amendment on veterans. Those 
are amendments which have already 
been offered. At 3 o’clock, we will be 
going to the Kyl amendment for an 
hour, equally divided. 

Let me again say to colleagues and 
staffs who might be listening, we will 
be going to votes at roughly 4:15. We 
will then be voting until 6 o’clock. We 
would like to get as many of these 
votes concluded as we can this evening 

because that will reduce vote-arama 
tomorrow. Again, colleagues should be 
aware, starting at 6 o’clock, in half- 
hour blocks of time, there will be op-
portunities for colleagues to talk about 
their amendments they may offer to-
morrow or to talk about the budget 
resolution itself. We will go fairly late 
tonight with Senators having an oppor-
tunity to speak. When we are done 
today, all but a half hour will be yield-
ed back. Senator GREGG and I will have 
that time to wrap up. Then we will be 
going into vote-arama tomorrow. I be-
lieve that starts at 9:30 tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Does the debate start at 
9:30 on the half hour that is reserved? 

Mr. CONRAD. We should start at 9 
o’clock. 

Mr. GREGG. That is fine. 
Mr. CONRAD. I think we would want 

to start at 9 o’clock with our half hour 
to be equally divided between the two 
of us and then go right to the voting 
starting at 9:30. It is our intention to 
try to conclude by 4 o’clock. It is very 
important that Senators give notice to 
the managers about amendments they 
seek to have considered during vote- 
arama. 

Let me break this down. From 9:30 to 
4—that is 61⁄2 hours—we can do about 
three votes an hour. We would be talk-
ing about 19 votes. We could probably 
get in 19, perhaps 20 votes in that time. 
That is realistic. That is hard, but it 
can be done. 

It is going to be incredibly impor-
tant, for us to finish this budget reso-
lution tomorrow, that colleagues show 
restraint with amendments they insist 
on considering. We have already con-
sidered many amendments. Senators 
have had a full opportunity for debate 
and discussion. Goodness knows, we 
took dozens of Senators’ suggestions in 
drafting this budget resolution. I am 
asking—I am speaking to my side of 
the aisle—Senators to show real re-
straint in terms of the amendments 
they insist on because we must con-
clude our business by 4 o’clock tomor-
row. If we do not, it is going to go on 
into some other time, either on into to-
morrow tonight or on into Saturday. 
Maybe we could stay here all Friday 
night. Wouldn’t that be fun? Please, 
this is the time to show discipline. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I have 
agreement with Senator THOMAS that 
his amendment will be voted on on Fri-
day. That is not a part of the next 
tranche of votes. It will be in order on 
Friday to be voted on. He therefore no 
longer wishes to speak this evening. He 
made his points just now. 

I would advise Senator GRAHAM and 
Senator BURR that they have both 
moved up on the list. It looks to me 
that we will have seven votes, maybe 
eight or nine potentially in order start-
ing at 4:15. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 538 AND 542 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to agree to the Car-
per amendment No. 538 and the Lincoln 
amendment No. 542. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments (Nos. 538 and 542) 
were agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair and 
my colleagues. That helps us make 
progress. It reduces the number of 
votes that will have to be considered 
when we get to votes in the 4:15 time 
range. 

This may be a good time to again 
alert colleagues that we are looking to 
a series of votes starting at roughly 
4:15. Votes will end at 6 o’clock. There 
will then be half-hour blocks of time 
available to the minority and the ma-
jority in alternating half hours for peo-
ple to speak on their amendments or 
on the budget resolution. 

We now are awaiting Senator KYL for 
his amendment. At the end of that 
hour, which will be evenly divided be-
tween the sides, we will have Senator 
BAYH recognized for 10 minutes. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
lately we have heard a lot about the al-
ternative minimum tax. It is a problem 
around here we have talked about and 
not done much about over a long period 
of time, whether Republicans have con-
trolled this body or Democrats have 
controlled this body. Most often, we 
talk about the difficulties of really fix-
ing the alternative minimum tax. Ob-
viously, then, it is not a new problem. 
It has been with us for several decades. 

The individual minimum tax, the 
precursor to the alternative minimum 
tax, as we call it now, dates from 1969. 
Congress then discovered, somehow, 155 
taxpayers with incomes greater than 
$200,000 a year were not paying any 
taxes because they could legally avoid 
those taxes. So it was calculated that 
everybody ought to be paying a little 
minimum tax, and that is where the al-
ternative minimum tax comes from. At 
that particular time, it was affecting 
about one taxpayer in half a million. 
Now, clearly, the situation has changed 
in the last 38 years. 

Although not its only flaw, the alter-
native minimum tax’s most significant 
defect is it is not indexed for inflation. 
This failure to index the exemption and 

rate brackets—the parameters of the 
alternative minimum tax system—is 
also a bipartisan problem. Though 
$200,000 was not an incredible amount 
of money in 1969, the situation is dif-
ferent today. I am not saying $200,000 is 
not a lot of money today, because it is, 
but $200,000 today will not buy what it 
would buy in 1969. 

In 2004—the most recent year for 
which the Internal Revenue Service 
has complete tax data—instead of hav-
ing 155 people paying this tax, more 
than 3 million families and individuals 
were hit by the alternative minimum 
tax. This chart I have in the Chamber 
has the numbers for every State in the 
Union. I am not going to go down those 
numbers now because we do not have 
time. But you can see, State by State 
by State, there are tens of thousands of 
people paying the alternative min-
imum tax who were never intended to 
pay it, even though we have taken 
some action in recent years so yet 
more people are not paying the alter-
native minimum tax. 

This does not even begin to hint at 
what will happen if we do not continue 
to protect taxpayers from the alter-
native minimum tax. Barring an exten-
sion of the hold harmless contained in 
the 2006 tax bill, the alternative min-
imum tax exemptions will return to 
their pre-2001 levels. At the end of 2006, 
provisions allowing nonrefundable per-
sonal tax credits to offset AMT tax li-
ability expired. If further action is not 
taken, it is estimated the alternative 
minimum tax will claim 35 million 
families and individuals by the end of 
this decade. 

Now, think of that: A tax originally 
conceived to counter the actions of just 
155 taxpayers could hit 35 million filers 
in just a few years, and I am talking 
about just around the corner. Some 
analyses show that in the next decade, 
it may be less costly to repeal the reg-
ular income tax than it would be to re-
peal the alternative minimum tax. 

The AMT is a problem that has been 
developing for almost 40 years. On nu-
merous occasions, Congress has made 
adjustments to the exemptions and the 
rates, though not as part of a sustained 
effort to keep the AMT from further 
absorbing our Nation’s middle class 
until 2001. We did repeal it in 1998, but 
President Clinton vetoed it. We never, 
then, were able to get it repealed. So I 
am arguing for repeal. 

Despite the temporary measures we 
have taken, the alternative minimum 
tax is still a very real threat to mil-
lions of taxpayers who were never sup-
posed to be subject to the minimum 
tax. That the AMT has grown grossly 
beyond its original purpose, which was 
to ensure the wealthy were not exempt 
from an income tax, is indisputable, 
and that the AMT is inherently flawed 
would seem to be common sense. 

Despite widespread agreement that 
something needs to be done about the 
AMT, agreement on what exactly to do 
is not very widespread. A major factor 
in the disagreement relates to the mas-

sive amount of money the AMT is sup-
posed to be bringing into the Federal 
Government over the next few years— 
but remember, supposed to be bringing 
in from taxpayers who were never sup-
posed to pay it in the first place. In 
2004, AMT filers paid more than $12.8 
billion into the Treasury. 

If we do not extend the most recent 
AMT hold-harmless provisions that ex-
pired at the end of 2006, that number is 
projected to balloon to a much greater 
amount, and long-term budget fore-
casts currently show this greater 
amount coming into the Treasury. 

When forecasters put their projec-
tions together, they are working under 
the assumption that the hold harmless 
which was extended in last year’s tax 
bill will not be extended, that we will 
not take care of this problem. So they 
are guessing there is a whole bunch of 
revenue coming in from people who 
were never intended to pay it in the 
first place. Because of this, budget 
planners make the assumption that 
revenues will be much higher than ev-
eryone who is frustrated with the AMT 
thinks they ought to be. The reason for 
this is that the AMT ‘‘balloons’’ the 
revenue base, as it is projected to in-
crease revenues as a percentage of 
gross national product. There is a great 
deal of evidence to support this. 

Now, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office has consistently forecast 
the ballooning of AMT revenues year 
after year. This chart I have in the 
Chamber shows that with the red line. 
It takes into consideration that we are 
going to bring revenue in from people 
who were never supposed to pay it in 
the first place. 

I just want to note that although the 
Tax Increase Prevention and Reconcili-
ation Act of 2005 was signed into law 
after this analysis was published, the 
2006 tax bill extended the AMT hold 
harmless only through December 31 of 
last year, and this chart shows Federal 
revenues all the way to the year 2050. It 
is important to note the long-term ef-
fects of the AMT on the revenue base 
because that is what is at issue: the 
basic idea that we are going to receive 
a lot of revenue from middle-income 
taxpayers who were never intended to 
pay it—which is part of that red line 
we have to get rid of because why tax 
people if they were not supposed to be 
taxed? The law is corrected from time 
to time to keep it from happening. 

There may be some doubters who 
hesitate to attribute this ballooning of 
revenues to the AMT. But this next 
chart illustrates the drastic expansion 
of the AMT under current law over the 
next 43 years. 

The Congressional Budget Office’s re-
port also states: 

[B]y 2050, roughly 15 percent of individual 
income tax liability would be generated by 
the AMT, compared with about 2 percent 
today. 

This is what will happen if we do not 
do anything. 

The problem with all of the projec-
tions showing the AMT ballooning rev-
enues is that these projections are used 
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to put together the budget we have be-
fore us. Now, this is not a Senator CON-
RAD problem. This is not a Democratic 
problem. This is a bipartisan problem. 
Republican and Democratic budgeteers 
rely on the same source of revenue—or 
I should say a source of revenue the 
Congressional Budget Office says is 
going to come in from people who were 
never intended to pay it. 

This means the central problem in 
dealing with the alternative minimum 
tax is money. There are some people 
who say we can only solve the AMT if 
we offset the revenue and it can be 
found elsewhere to replace the money 
the AMT is currently forecast to col-
lect. But we never intended to collect 
it from the people who we suppose are 
going to pay it. Anyone who says this 
sees the forecasts showing revenues 
being pushed up as a percentage of 
gross domestic product and wants big 
government to keep them up there. 

These arguments are especially ridic-
ulous when one considers that the al-
ternative minimum tax was never 
meant to collect so much revenue. It is 
a failed policy in many ways. 

The alternative minimum tax has 
even failed in its objective to ensure no 
citizen, no matter how wealthy, was 
able to completely avoid the Federal 
income tax, because in 2004, the Com-
missioner of IRS, Mr. Everson, in-
formed the Finance Committee that 
the same number of taxpayers, as a 
percentage of the tax-filing population 
at large, continues to pay no Federal 
income tax. It boils down to the fact 
that the class of 155 people the law was 
set up for in the first place, in 1969, is 
even finding ways out of getting hit by 
the alternative minimum tax, and 
doing it legally because we have 2,366 
taxpayers with incomes of $200,000 or 
more who do not use the medical and 
dental deduction had no income tax 
and no alternative minimum tax. The 
AMT has failed in every way except the 
ability to make Government bigger, or 
at least make it look bigger, and for 
those who think you ought to have an 
offset, to keep it big. The AMT has 
failed. While it may be hard for some 
to turn down taxpayers’ money, wheth-
er we are supposed to collect it or not, 
no one has trouble spending the 
money—even the blue smoke money 
that is in that red line there. 

It is simply unfair to expect tax-
payers to pay a tax they were never in-
tended to pay, and it is even more un-
fair to expect them to continue to pay 
for that tax once we get rid of it. The 
reform or repeal of the AMT should not 
be offset because it is money we were 
never supposed to collect in the first 
place. 

The way to solve this problem is to 
look on the other side of the ledger, to 
the spending side. Budget planners 
need to take off their rose-colored 
glasses, because that never material-
izes, and if it does, you are going to 
ruin the middle class. So take off your 
rose-colored glasses when looking at 
long-term revenue projections and read 
the fine print. 

In general, it is a good idea to spend 
money within your means, and this is 
true in this case for the Government as 
well. If we start trying to spend reve-
nues we expect to collect in the future 
because of the alternative minimum 
tax, we are living beyond our means. 
We need to stop assuming record levels 
of revenue are available to be spent and 
recognize the alternative minimum tax 
is a phony revenue source. 

As we consider how to deal with the 
alternative minimum tax, we must 
first remember we do not have the op-
tion of not dealing with it. The prob-
lems will only get worse every year and 
make any solution even more difficult. 
We must also be clear the revenue the 
AMT would not collect as a result of 
repeal or reform should not be offset as 
a condition of a repeal or reform. We 
shouldn’t call it lost revenue because it 
is revenue we never had to begin with. 

A few weeks ago I presented to this 
body a joint tax estimate of how var-
ious proposed fixes to the AMT will im-
pact revenues expected to be collected 
under current law. I noted at that time 
that full repeal aside, each of these 
proposals will still allow the alter-
native minimum tax to bring in hun-
dreds of billions of dollars into the 
Treasury. If you consider any proposal 
aside from full repeal, you are saying 
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, 
of taxpayers out there deserve to bear 
the burden of the AMT. In other words, 
the middle class that is so talked about 
on this floor of this Senate to protect, 
the only way they are going to be pro-
tected is the extent to which we do 
away with this tax. 

Suppose we are able to continue en-
acting 1- or 2-year temporary patches, 
as we have done. First, this strategy 
assumes Congress will have the time 
and the inclination to spend time deal-
ing with the alternative minimum tax 
every year or two. This means what-
ever the issue of the day might be— 
Iraq, unemployment, natural disas-
ters—Congress will have to stop deal-
ing with those other problems and re-
turn to a problem we should never have 
had to deal with in the first place. Is 
the alternative minimum tax an issue 
that we as a legislative body want to 
revisit every year? Wouldn’t it be bet-
ter to solve it once and for all, particu-
larly since it is phantom revenue, tax-
ing middle-class Americans who were 
never supposed to pay it in the first 
place? Remember, only 155 taxpayers 
were targeted with this tax in 1969. 

Second, every time Congress at-
tempts to enact or extend a temporary 
fix, the same revenue issues are going 
to come up. Budget projections create 
the illusion of forgone revenues given 
up because of an alternative minimum 
tax hold harmless. Every time a patch 
is considered, there is another chance 
for taxpayers to be subject to this 
stealth tax increase. 

Clearly, there is only one way to fix 
the AMT so no taxpayer is subjected to 
what has become a complete policy 
failure. We must completely repeal the 

individual AMT. There is a bipartisan 
consensus that only complete repeal is 
an adequate solution to this problem. 
Chairman BAUCUS, along with this Sen-
ator, Senator CRAPO, Senator KYL, 
Senator ROBERTS, Senator SCHUMER of 
New York, and Senator SMITH last 
month introduced the Individual Alter-
native Minimum Tax Repeal Act. 

We must repeal the AMT and we 
must do it without offsetting any rev-
enue the AMT is expected to collect in 
the future. I have made this point be-
fore, but it is important. The alter-
native minimum tax was never in-
tended to be a significant source of rev-
enue. It was only meant to hit a few 
people who could legally avoid paying 
the tax with the idea that everybody 
living in America ought to pay a little 
bit of income tax for the privilege of 
benefiting from this great economy we 
have. Despite this, the alternative min-
imum tax will balloon revenues to his-
torically high levels if something isn’t 
done, as my colleagues can see right 
there on the chart. 

If we consider the AMT to be a fun-
damentally unfair tax, any tax that 
would replace it would be equally un-
fair. Anyone who wants equity to be a 
fundamental value represented in our 
Tax Code and who wants fair treatment 
for this country’s middle-class tax-
payers must support my amendment 
for complete repeal of the individual 
income tax. 

I filed an amendment that repeals 
the AMT. I am going to push this body 
to speak on this proposal for these rea-
sons: We need to get Members who say 
they support AMT repeal to show their 
support for the record; second, to 
eliminate the mythical budgeting that 
results from assuming current levels of 
AMT revenues; third, to show the 
American people we will walk the walk 
on the AMT repeal and not just talk 
the talk. 

I know some who oppose my amend-
ment will argue two points: that there 
is $180 billion in the budget for tax re-
lief; and secondly, we can’t afford the 
repeal of AMT. 

As to the first point, the purpose of 
the Baucus amendment, which I sup-
ported yesterday, was to deal with less 
than half of the tax relief that expires 
in the year 2010. In a sense, Members 
have indicated where they want that 
money to go, and that revenue loss is 
built into the post-2010 period. 

As to the second point, we can afford 
to repeal the AMT because revenues re-
main at or above record levels in the 
outyears with the AMT gone. Honest 
budgeting would recognize it as fic-
tional in any event. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 583 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
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The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 583. 

Mr. KYL. I ask that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 583 

(Purpose: To reform the death tax by setting 
the exemption at $5 million per estate, in-
dexed for inflation, and the top death tax 
rate at no more than 35% beginning in 2010; 
to avoid subjecting an estimated 119,200 
families, family businesses, and family 
farms to the death tax each and every 
year; to promote continued economic 
growth and job creation; and to make the 
enhanced teacher deduction permanent) 
On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$20,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$388,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$886,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$17,390,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$14,602,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$20,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$388,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$886,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$17,390,000,000. 
On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$14,602,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$40,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$472,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,246,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$40,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$472,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,246,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$20,000,000. 
On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 

$398,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$926,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 

$17,862,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 

$15,848,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$20,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$418,000,000. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,345,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$19,207,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 

$35,054,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 

$20,000,000. 
On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 

$418,000,000. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,345,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$19,207,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$35,054,000,000. 
On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, let me 
discuss this amendment briefly. It is 
cosponsored by Senator THUNE from 
South Dakota. It is called the Kyl- 
Thune death tax reform amendment. 

Yesterday we had a vote on an 
amendment that included several 
items, including death tax reform, and 
I believe some people might have voted 
against that because items in the bill 
included a continuation of the current 
rates for the capital gains tax and the 
tax on dividends. Because of that fact, 
we decided to make this basically a 
clean vote. 

The only thing this bill deals with 
other than death tax reform is the con-
tinuation for teachers of the teacher 
tax deduction which we make perma-
nent. This is the deduction that allows 
a teacher, when she pays or he pays for 
some items that are then taken to 
school to help the kids with their les-
sons, when they pay for those out of 
their own pocket—we think there 
should be a $250 deduction to help de-
fray the cost of those items. That is all 
that is in this amendment now. 

This Kyl-Thune amendment provides 
room in the budget resolution to enact 
meaningful tax reform. Obviously, I 
still believe repeal of the death tax is 
the best option. We have been trying to 
find agreement on a permanent reform, 
because planning for death tax now is a 
nightmare for families, and it is a 
nightmare right now because of the 
way this law is being phased out and 
then comes back with a vengeance to 
its previous form. It is a bonanza for 
the insurance companies, to be sure, 
and they are leading the opposition to 
the death tax reform. But they are 
wrong. 

As a matter of fact, when the lobby-
ists for the insurance industry came to 
my office to argue this, I said: Before 
you make your argument, let me ask 
you to assume for a moment we have 
found a way to eliminate death. Now, 
you represent the undertakers; go 
ahead and make your case. That is the 
case with the insurance companies. 
They are making a lot of money on the 
backs of people who have to spend 
money to plan against the death of the 
person in their family who runs the 
farm or has the small business. 

There is a far better way to use all of 
that money that is spent each year on 
avoiding the tax or preparing to pay 
for it. As a matter of fact, what we 
have found is there is almost an equal 
amount of money that is spent com-
plying with the avoidance costs as 

there is in collection for the Govern-
ment. Alicia Munnell, who was a mem-
ber of President Clinton’s Council of 
Economic Advisers, estimated the 
costs of complying with the estate tax 
laws are roughly the same as the rev-
enue raised. The estate tax is expected 
to raise about $28 billion in fiscal year 
2006. If the estate tax generates a dol-
lar in compliance costs for every dollar 
in revenue, then obviously the aggre-
gate cost of the tax is about $56 billion. 
The point is, for every dollar of rev-
enue raised by the estate tax, another 
dollar is simply wasted to comply with 
or avoid the tax. Maybe I shouldn’t say 
‘‘wasted.’’ It does go to the insurance 
companies. So let me strike ‘‘wasted.’’ 

But the bottom line is we can do bet-
ter. What this amendment does is to 
allow the budget to accommodate es-
tate tax reform. I didn’t pick my bill, 
even though I happen to think it is the 
best reform bill; I took a bill that has 
been provided by the senior Senator 
from Louisiana and has been supported 
by people on the other side of the aisle 
such as the junior Senator from Arkan-
sas. What the budget would do is ac-
commodate that particular death tax 
reform. It could accommodate other 
death tax reform as well, so long as it 
was within the amount of money we 
have provided here. The amount of 
money in this amendment is a total of 
about $32 billion over 5 years, and that 
needs to be added to the amount the 
Baucus amendment already provides 
for estate tax reform which would be a 
total of about $61.7 billion over a 5-year 
period. 

The bill that was provided or written 
by the senior Senator from Louisiana 
provides a $5 million exemption in-
dexed for inflation, which I think is a 
perfectly appropriate amount, a family 
business carve-out, which is very dif-
ficult to do legally, and a 35-percent 
top rate. That is where I differ, because 
35 percent is still a very high top rate. 
It also recaptures the benefit of the $5 
million exemption for estates valued 
over $100 million. The revenue provided 
for the death tax reform in the 5-year 
budget window is about $31.7 billion, as 
I said. The teacher deduction is about 
another $400 million, for a total of 
about $32 billion. 

As I said, the amendment is struc-
tured so when it is combined with the 
Baucus amendment approved yester-
day, the total amount of revenue would 
be sufficient to accommodate the Lan-
drieu reform bill. If you take both 
amendments together, the Baucus 
amendment and Kyl-Thune, as I said, 
the total amount is about $61.7 billion, 
not offset with additional revenues. As 
a matter of fact, I don’t believe exist-
ing law extensions—and, indeed, this is 
precisely what we would be talking 
about here—should have to be offset, 
particularly where they are actually 
provisions that enhance economic ac-
tivity, just as extensions of existing 
mandatory spending need not be offset. 

The amendment approved yesterday 
included an estate tax provision that 
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frankly I very strongly disagree with. 
In fact, some would say it is an insult 
to every family business or every fam-
ily farm that is seeking relief. Not sur-
prisingly, it is strongly endorsed by the 
insurance industry, because it provides 
for a 45-percent rate. Now, if you have 
a 45-percent rate, you are going to 
want to plan against that. You do not 
want to have to pay that rate on the 
estate that is left after your death. As 
a result, since the Government has 
taken about half your property above 
the exempt amount, you are going to 
want to plan against that. That is why 
I think we can do better than that, and 
this proposal does that. 

Remember, the budget that has been 
proposed here allows increases on taxes 
on almost every single taxpayer, a 
total of about $736 billion over 5 years, 
which is, I believe, about 3 times larger 
than the biggest tax increase ever en-
acted in our history. The amount 
adopted yesterday by the chairman of 
the Finance Committee took the budg-
et out of balance. It created a deficit, 
in other words, of about $6 billion in 
the year 2012. We believe the spending 
restraint we are capable of, combined 
with a very strong economy, will en-
able us to balance the budget by 2012 
without increasing taxes. 

Now, it is true the budget before us 
makes it impossible, because of the 
amount of spending in it, to balance 
the budget without a record level of 
tax increase. Unfortunately, that in-
cludes a confiscatory tax on thousands 
of American families. The budget reso-
lutions don’t dictate policy to the Fi-
nance Committee, but it would cer-
tainly be our intention to work with 
Senator LANDRIEU, Senator PRYOR, and 
Senator LINCOLN, who has been very 
much a leader in this area, and others 
to craft an estate tax reform proposal 
that would provide an exemption of at 
least $5 million indexed for inflation 
and provide workable relief for the 
smallest estates and farms, and a top 
rate that is no higher than 35 percent— 
hopefully lower. 

We believe that this can be accom-
plished and that, as a result, my col-
leagues who might have opposed this 
amendment yesterday because it in-
cluded the capital gains and dividend 
tax rates should be in a position to sup-
port the resolution that will be voted 
on today because of the fact that it ac-
commodates a proposal supported by 
Members of both the majority and mi-
nority. It will be voted on tomorrow; I 
misspoke. I would like to have it voted 
on today. 

A couple of other items, and I see my 
colleague, the Senator from South Da-
kota is here. I want him to speak to 
this. There are a couple of misconcep-
tions I wish to address. According to 
the Joint Tax Committee, the total 
number of estate tax returns projected 
for 2011 alone is 131,000. By 2015, about 
177,000 estates will file tax returns in 
that year alone. These are the numbers 
for each year. Some people had the idea 
that these were the numbers over 5 or 
10 years; no, this is for each year. 

The first misconception is that it 
doesn’t apply to that many people. An 
awful lot of people need to file these re-
turns. Secondly, the death tax, similar 
to other taxes, is very sensitive with 
respect to economic growth. When 
businesses can put this money back 
into their business and create jobs, 
rather than pay the estate planning to 
insurance companies, it helps our econ-
omy as well as helping the business 
grow. An entrepreneur or an investor 
will have a very big disincentive to 
grow their business, regardless of the 
amount of the exemption, above that 
exempted amount if the tax rate im-
posed on new growth over and above 
the exemption is too high. 

We can argue about what the tax rate 
ought to be. But I think almost every-
body would agree the tax rate of 45 per-
cent is confiscatory. What incentive 
does somebody have to grow his busi-
ness beyond the exempt amount if the 
Government will take nearly half of ev-
erything over that exempt amount? 

A couple of other points. We have 
historical evidence that the estate tax 
reduces capital stock in the U.S. econ-
omy. This is part of the reason we have 
grown so well in recent years, because 
of the downward projection on the es-
tate tax and the hope that it will be 
eventually eliminated. 

In a report by the Joint Economic 
Committee, they projected the estate 
tax reduced the stock of capital in the 
economy by approximately $847 billion, 
or 3.8 percent, over the last 60 years. 
That is a ton of money. By comparison, 
it has raised, during that same period, 
less than that—only $761 billion. So it 
has taken far more out of the private 
sector and hasn’t added that much to 
the Government sector. This is money 
that could have been put to productive 
use. 

I mentioned the fact that the avoid-
ance costs are about equal to the take 
for the Government as well. That is an-
other reason for this reform. 

I will close with this point: Ameri-
cans understand the rates now are con-
fiscatory, that it is unfair; and even 
people who understand that they will 
never be subject to the estate tax ap-
preciate its effect on others and under-
stand it is an unfair tax. In a Gallup 
Poll from an April 2006, 58 percent of 
respondents said—and they called it 
the ‘‘inheritance tax’’ and didn’t use 
the words ‘‘death tax.’’ They said the 
inheritance tax is unfair, and this con-
firms results of polls taken in both pre-
vious years. It is always called ‘‘the 
most unfair tax’’ when you list it 
among all the other taxes. 

What is interesting about the Gallup 
Poll is that even though it was taken 
in April while Americans were filing 
their taxes, the death tax was called 
unfair—or the ‘‘inheritance tax’’—by 
more people than the despised alter-
native minimum tax that was dis-
cussed by the ranking member of the 
Finance Committee. Only 42 percent of 
respondents said the AMT was unfair. 
Yet it is affecting a lot more people 

than the estate tax. One reason people 
say it is unfair is because of the confis-
catory rate, which is 46 percent this 
year. In the 2005 poll, when the rate 
was 47 percent, 81 percent of respond-
ents said the estate tax is ‘‘an extreme 
form of taxation’’ and that the rate 
was unfair. 

Finally, I note—and this was inter-
esting to me as somebody who has 
studied politics a little bit—after the 
last election in the exit polls, voters 
were asked whether they thought the 
death tax was somewhat unfair or very 
unfair. They were broken into Kerry 
voters and Bush voters. Not 
unsurprisingly, 89 percent of Bush vot-
ers believed the death tax is somewhat 
unfair or very unfair. But 71 percent of 
Kerry voters also found the death tax 
at least somewhat unfair or very un-
fair. 

So this is a view shared by most 
Americans of all political stripes, and 
it is time for us to reform the death 
tax, if not repeal it. 

What we have done with this amend-
ment—the Kyl-Thune amendment—is 
accommodate that reform in the budg-
et. I hope my colleagues, when we have 
an opportunity to vote on it, will sup-
port it. I want the Senator from South 
Dakota to speak, but I would like a 
minute at the conclusion to talk about 
the support also coming not just from 
other small business organizations but 
from minority business organizations 
and others, to demonstrate the breadth 
of support around the country for re-
form of this very unfair tax. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Through no fault of 
the Senator from Arizona, we are actu-
ally into my time on his amendment. 
As I said to the Senator from Arizona, 
I am prepared to yield some of my time 
so that some of his other speakers have 
a chance. Also, I don’t want to com-
pletely give away my time because I 
need to respond. Maybe we can work 
out an agreement so that those people 
who are here can speak, and I would 
like to have 10 minutes. I was supposed 
to have a half hour, but I would like to 
retain at least 10 minutes. 

Senator GRASSLEY indicated he 
would like a minute. He is not here at 
the moment, so perhaps we can go to 
Senator THUNE. We have 22 minutes. If 
I am to retain 10, that leaves 12 min-
utes. I don’t know how the Senator 
wants to divvy up that time. 

Mr. KYL. I appreciate the courtesy of 
the chairman of the committee. If Sen-
ator GRASSLEY takes a minute, and we 
have three other Senators who take 4 
minutes, that gives me a minute to say 
thank you and that would do it. I pro-
pose that as a unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Mr. CONRAD. Can we identify the 
Senators? Senator GRASSLEY for a 
minute, Senator THUNE for 4 minutes, 
Senator DEMINT for 4 minutes, and 
Senator GRAHAM for 4 minutes, and a 
minute to Senator KYL. That would 
leave me 8 minutes. That is fair 
enough. 
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Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from South Dakota is 

recognized. 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from North Dakota 
for accommodating us. I thank the 
Senator from Arizona for his leadership 
on this issue. I have supported his ef-
forts for some time to get rid of the 
death tax. I have supported getting rid 
of this unfair tax going back to my 
days as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Last year, I came down to the Senate 
floor and gave examples of real-life 
family farms that are facing the effects 
of the death tax. I wanted to remind 
Senators of two of those family farms. 
I think sometimes it gets lost. We 
think we are dealing with these con-
cepts in the abstract, but they affect 
real people. These stories are real, and 
the effect of the tax is real as well. 

The first example is a 3,000-acre fam-
ily farm operation in central South Da-
kota. In my State, that is a medium- 
sized operation. A death occurred in 
this family and, as a result, $750,000 
will likely be paid in taxes. This is a 
huge amount of money for a farm oper-
ation in my State, where land values 
can make an operation look a lot more 
valuable on paper than they are in re-
ality. 

In other words, farmers such as this 
can often be described as ‘‘land rich’’ 
but ‘‘cash poor.’’ All their value is in 
the land. When a massive death tax bill 
comes due, the only option is often to 
sell the land to pay the unfair and un-
just tax. Thus, a family legacy comes 
to an end. 

The second example is a 10,000-acre 
operation in north central South Da-
kota. Similar to so many farms and 
ranches in my State, the parents who 
have run the place for decades are get-
ting older. Their kids would like to 
continue in the business, but the death 
tax on that farm would likely be $1.5 
million. That would make it virtually 
impossible for the kids to stay on the 
farm and keep that family farm oper-
ation going. I find it extremely dis-
turbing that our Federal Tax Code 
could influence a family’s ability to 
keep their family farm from being bro-
ken up and sold off. 

The budget resolution is more than a 
list of numbers. It is a statement of our 
priorities. These priorities are going to 
impact real people. I believe our budget 
should show we are prioritizing family 
farms, family ranches, and small busi-
nesses. We can show that these family 
small businesses are a priority by mak-
ing room in the budget for permanent, 
meaningful death tax reform. 

The death tax is a completely unfair 
tax because Americans pay their fair 
share of taxes throughout their life on 
what they earn, what they own, what 
they buy, only to see the IRS take one 
last bite when they die. 

It is also unfair because the Donald 
Trumps and Paris Hiltons of the world 

have teams of lawyers and accountants 
to make sure they pay little or no 
death tax. But the family-owned oper-
ations and small businesses I talked 
about are the ones that end up paying. 

It is for these reasons that Congress 
acted a few years ago to repeal the 
death tax, but because of some strange 
rules that can only be devised in a 
place such as the Senate, the death tax 
comes back to life in the year 2011. 

I believe we need to enact permanent, 
meaningful death tax reform this year. 
This amendment takes us down that 
path. I hope my colleagues on both 
sides will support it. I credit the Sen-
ator from Arizona for drafting this in a 
way that is consistent with the pro-
posal offered last year by a colleague 
on the other side. I hope Members on 
both sides can support this, and I hope, 
once and for all, we will get rid of this 
unfair and unjust tax. 

I yield back whatever time I have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. DEMINT. Madam President, I 

rise to speak in support of Senator 
KYL’s amendment. A few years ago, 
Congress did something that was very 
helpful to America. We voted to com-
pletely phase out the death tax. I think 
we have discovered in the debate that 
this is not about just rich people, it is 
about people who own small businesses 
and small farms. I had a number of ex-
amples to give, but we are short on 
time. There is one family that had a 
printing business for 97 years; they 
have already paid the death tax once. 
They are getting ready to pay it again. 
We have the opportunity to change 
that. 

Now that we have voted to phase this 
out, it is not fair that in 2010, if a small 
business owner dies, that person can 
leave their family their entire business 
without any estate taxes; but if that 
same person died in 2011, they could 
lose up to half their estate. We don’t 
need for this to happen. I certainly sup-
port Senator KYL’s compromise idea. 
But tomorrow I will call up amend-
ment No. 576—I will not call it up 
today—which will completely elimi-
nate the death tax for another 5 years. 
So that what happens in 2010 will con-
tinue to 2015. I hope all my colleagues 
will consider this and do the right 
thing for small businesses and farms. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, we 

had the same discussion yesterday 
when Senator KYL made a very articu-
late argument as to why we as a Con-
gress need to act, and this budget is a 
good opportunity to act, to get the 
death tax resolved in a way that will 
allow people to plan for their families 
and their businesses. 

America is in a terrible spot. If you 
die New Year’s Eve 2010, right now, 
there is no estate tax liability for those 
who die on that day. If you live until 
January 1, 2011, unless we act, the es-
tate tax comes back in full force. That 

is an unconscionable place to put the 
American public. Total repeal is appar-
ently not possible. I would love to do 
that. 

Senator KYL’s proposal would allow 
us to buy some more time. He has 
taken a Democratic proposal—about a 
$5 million exemption and a 35-percent 
top rate—to see if we can get the body 
to allow it within our budget resolu-
tion to accommodate the extension of 
the death tax on those terms. 

My good friend from North Dakota, 
who is a joy to work with, is very con-
cerned about the debt, and he should be 
concerned about it. But when you talk 
about the tax cuts and tax relief that 
we provided in the capital gains area 
and dividends area, I would argue that 
the revenue being generated to this 
Government is on par with historical 
averages, that the Government is not 
being deprived of revenue, that the tax 
cuts since 2003 have helped keep this 
economy humming, and that we are 
getting a lot of revenue because we cut 
taxes. And if we raise taxes or we take 
the extenders off the table, which this 
budget will do unless we change it, 
then we are going to cripple an econ-
omy that has created a lot of jobs and 
make ourselves less competitive. 

The death tax side is what kind of so-
ciety we want. There has been a budget 
submitted by the President that is bal-
anced, that has an extension of the 
death tax—under OMB, I think it is $50 
billion out of balance 5 years from 
now—but you can accommodate these 
tax provisions and balance the budget. 

I urge my colleagues, if we don’t do 
this now before the end of this year, 
sooner rather than later, let’s see if we 
can come together as a body to come 
up with a compromise on the death tax 
that will give Americans the certainty 
they need when it comes to planning 
their affairs and come up with a com-
promise that will reward those who 
have done well, who have worked hard, 
and they can leave their money behind 
to their families and their commu-
nities rather than it all be sent to 
Washington or a lot of it be sent to 
Washington and people they don’t 
know. 

I think Senator KYL’s amendment is 
a great opportunity for this body to ad-
dress a real problem, a growing prob-
lem, and that is the fact that no one in 
America can with certainty plan for 
their demise and take care of their 
family because the Congress is refusing 
to act in a responsible manner. This 
amendment will help solve that prob-
lem. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, the 

Senator has accurately described a sit-
uation that makes no earthly sense 
with respect to the estate tax. There is 
no death tax in America. There is none. 
There is an estate tax that applies to 
estates of over a certain value. Right 
now, less than 1 percent of estates are 
affected. By the time we get to 2009, in 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3581 March 22, 2007 
which the exemption level will rise to 
$3.5 million per person—so a couple 
with $7 million in an estate, anything 
below $7 million will pay absolutely 
nothing—it will be down to three- 
tenths of 1 percent of estates paying 
any tax. 

Then we have this truly bizarre situ-
ation in which the next year, the es-
tate tax is repealed in 2010, and then in 
2011 it snaps back and the exemption, 
instead of the $3.5 million we had in 
2009, falls to $1 million. 

The amendment by Senator BAUCUS 
that was adopted yesterday prevents 
the amount of the estate tax exemp-
tion from shrinking to $1 million per 
person. He at least puts a floor and 
says it will not drop below the $3.5 mil-
lion, and that $3.5 million will be ad-
justed for inflation. 

He also had the extension of the mid-
dle-class tax cuts—the marriage pen-
alty relief, the 10-percent bracket, the 
childcare credit. That left us with no 
money left in 2012. 

The problem with the amendment 
that is now offered by our colleague 
from Arizona, Senator KYL, is that it is 
not paid for. That is the problem. It 
puts us back into deficit in 2012. Here 
we have spent all this time and all this 
work digging out of the deficit ditch, 
and this amendment puts us right back 
in, to the tune of about a $16 billion 
deficit in 2012. 

We have had speeches all week about 
how important it was to show some fis-
cal discipline and to stop deficit spend-
ing, to balance the books, to balance 
the budget. We are there. We have a 
budget now that is balanced in 2012. 
But this amendment offered by Senator 
KYL, as meritorious as it may be in the 
eyes of some colleagues, as high a pri-
ority as they have said it is, wasn’t a 
sufficiently high priority for them to 
pay for it. It wasn’t of enough impor-
tance for them to offer the offsets, 
whether it is spending offsets or rev-
enue offsets, to cover the cost. The re-
sult is they have put us back into def-
icit in 2012. 

For that reason, I will strenuously 
oppose the Kyl amendment, and I give 
notice to colleagues that, I am told, 
there will be an alternative to accom-
plish much the same purpose, but one 
that is paid for, and I understand that 
will be offered tomorrow when this 
amendment is voted on. 

We have had hours and hours of 
speeches on the floor about the need to 
address the fiscal condition of the 
country, about the need to first bal-
ance the budget and then deal with the 
long-term entitlement challenges. 

Look, this is going the other way. 
This is going the other way. This is ad-
ditional loss of tax revenue without 
any offset, without any replacement, 
either in spending cuts or alternative 
revenue. So what it does is balloons the 
debt by over $30 billion and puts the 
budget of 2012 back into deficit. That 
would be a mistake. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 

Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise also to oppose this amendment. 
The first point that comes to mind for 
me is, here they go again. I say that 
with all due respect to my friend from 
Arizona. But we are seeing more, as the 
Budget chairman has said, of the strat-
egy that got us into the hole that this 
budget is trying to dig us out of. 

It is important to emphasize again 
what the Budget chairman has said. 
Here is what has happened in terms of 
numbers of estates that even qualified 
as taxable estates back in 2000. It was 
50,000. It has dropped to 13,000, and as of 
2009, it will be 7,000 estates in the en-
tire country that will even qualify for 
this tax. 

How much is that? We are talking 
about only .2 percent of estates, 7,000. 
The Baucus amendment that we adopt-
ed yesterday says that for those, it is 
not going to change. That number is 
not going to go back up. There will be 
a continuation of the current exemp-
tion level. So we are talking about .2 
percent of the estates being taxed. 

I think almost without exception—I 
can’t speak for every colleague on the 
Senate floor, but I know on this side of 
the aisle, colleagues are very sympa-
thetic and support our family farmers. 
I have a lot of them in my State, and 
I know you do, Madam President, in 
your State as well, small businesses, 
family-owned businesses. They build up 
the business, and they want to be able 
to pass that business on. With great 
pride, the families are engaged and in-
volved. We are not interested in seeing 
anybody lose their family farm or their 
family business. That is why we have 
supported extending the exemptions so 
that less than .2 percent of estates are 
taxed or eligible to be taxed. 

Frankly, there have been some of us 
on this side of the aisle who have had 
amendments over the years—I have co-
sponsored amendments—that would ex-
empt family-owned enterprises. If that 
is what people want to do, I think 
there would be a lot of interest in 
doing something like that. 

But I think behind all the talk of our 
family farmers and small businesses is 
another picture of a few extremely 
wealthy families in this country whose 
children or aunts, uncles, sisters, 
brothers—someone may benefit 
through an inheritance. They may 
have not contributed at all to building 
that wealth and may never have to 
work a day in their life or contribute 
to this country. The question is, 
Should they have to contribute in some 
way with the only tax, for instance, 
they might pay is the estate tax? 

I see my time is coming to a close. I 
want to share one more chart. What we 
are concerned about, what I am con-
cerned about, is the fact that last year, 
the tax cuts that have already been 
given have already disproportionately 
affected the very wealthy, the most 
blessed people in this country. Anyone 
earning more than $1 million a year 

last year, in 2006, had a tax cut of over 
$118,000, which is more than what the 
average person in Michigan or anyone 
in this country makes in a year. 

So what we are objecting to is this is 
not helping family farmers and small 
businesses. This is about a tax system 
and a series of tax cuts that are out of 
whack that have created the situation 
where, if you are working hard every 
day on that family farm, in that small 
business, or if you are working every 
day building great American auto-
mobiles, such as a lot of folks in my 
State, you didn’t see any tax cut or not 
much of a tax cut. But if you are some-
body who would benefit in that top .2 
percent who gets the estate tax cut we 
are talking about, you are already 
being given some pretty big gifts from 
the current tax system. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 

this budget proposal does not allow the 
Senate to address the unfair burden of 
the death tax. By 2011, the tax will af-
fect all farms and businesses worth 
more than $1 million at a tax rate as 
high as 55 percent. In the State of Iowa 
alone, according to the USDA, we have 
more than 20,000 farms worth more 
then $1 million. Those families may be 
land rich, but they are cash poor, and 
they have to spend too much money 
today to plan on how to survive the un-
fair death tax. These are not big farms. 
With land prices today, you can have 
as few as 350 acres in Iowa to have a 
million dollars in value. 

If the Senate fails to put money in 
the budget today and we leave the 
death tax in place in its punitive form, 
our failure to amend this budget will 
create the economic uncertainty that 
could dismantle our farms and small 
businesses in rural America. I will be 
voting ‘‘yes’’ on the Kyl amendment. It 
puts money in the budget. It is the re-
sponsible thing to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, if I may 
take 1 minute to make two quick 
points. I note that the chart of the 
Senator from Michigan uses the figures 
for the last year of the Bush tax cuts to 
show in the very best light the impact 
of reductions of a number of estates 
that pay the estate tax. It is a fairly 
low number, a relatively low number, 
and it will continue to be low if Repub-
licans have their way. 

Unfortunately, the next 2 years, 
years after which the Bush tax cuts ex-
pire, in the year 2011, the number goes 
back up to 131,000 and in the year 2015, 
according to the Joint Tax Committee, 
nearly 177,000 estates will file estate 
tax returns. 

The second point is that the bottom 
line is that the 1 year cited by the Sen-
ator from Michigan does get down to a 
fairly low number because of the Re-
publican tax cuts. Then they expire, 
and the number shoots back up. 

The only other point I wish to make 
is our budget amendment is designed to 
accommodate a bill offered by the sen-
ior Senator from Louisiana which was 
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not offset at all because those of us 
who support reform of the death tax 
appreciate its significance in the lives 
of Americans and the priority to elimi-
nate or to reduce that tax. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
will my friend yield for a question? 

Mr. KYL. I suspect I am out of time, 
but I am happy to yield. 

Mr. CONRAD. What is the time situa-
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has 3 minutes 34 sec-
onds. 

Mr. KYL. Off your time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota has no time 
remaining. 

Mr. CONRAD. No, no, no. Somehow 
the timekeeping is not correct. I think 
the Senator had 1 minute remaining, 
which I think he has used. 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I think 
that is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
looking at the time clocks. You both 
seem to agree, so that is fine. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, let 
me conclude on this matter. 

First, I thank Senator KYL. Second, 
let me make clear, the reason the es-
tate tax is going to run out is because 
of the Bush tax cuts. The Bush tax 
cuts, as passed by the Congress, led to 
this bizarre situation where it is a $3.5 
million exemption in 2009, and then it 
is fully repealed in 2010. Then it goes to 
$1 million a person in 2011. That was 
the action of the Republican Congress 
in conjunction with the Bush adminis-
tration. They are the ones who created 
this problem. 

We adopted, as part of this resolu-
tion, the Baucus amendment yesterday 
that will prevent in 2011 the exemption 
from falling to $1 million a person and 
will instead keep it at $3.5 million per 
person, which means $7 million for a 
couple can be shielded without paying 
any taxes. That is indexed for infla-
tion. So just in terms of who did what, 
the fact is, the Republican Congress is 
the one that constructed this bizarre 
circumstance in which the estate tax is 
repealed in 2010 and then comes back in 
2011 with only $1 million per person 
shielded. 

Let me conclude by saying this: 
Look, the problem with this amend-
ment, they say it is a priority, but they 
have no money to pay for it. The result 
is that we are faced with a cir-
cumstance in which it all gets added to 
the deficit and the debt. 

We addressed this in the Baucus 
amendment yesterday, the problem 
with the estate tax, but this amend-
ment is not paid for. This amendment 
will take us back into deficit in 2012. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
see that the Senator from Indiana is on 
the Senate floor. He has the time at 4 
p.m. under his control. I wish to thank 
the Senator from Indiana for his gra-
ciousness in accepting a change in the 
time. We had earlier told him he would 
be up for 3 p.m., and he very graciously 
accepted this change to 4 p.m., which I 
appreciate very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. BAYH. Madam President, first, 
let me say to my colleague that I have 
learned over the years that flexibility 
is an important attribute around the 
Senate. Punctuality is, on the other 
hand, too rare, so I am glad we could 
combine both today. 

AMENDMENT NO. 526 
Madam President, I call up amend-

ment No. 526, and I ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. BAYH], for 

himself, and Ms. SNOWE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 526. 

Mr. BAYH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: Makes permanent the tuition tax 

deduction and is fully offset by closing a 
portion of the tax gap through enhanced 
information reporting requirements) 
On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$120,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$776,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$178,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$349,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$742,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$120,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$776,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$178,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$349,000,000. 
On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 

$742,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$120,000,000. 
On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 

$776,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$178,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$349,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$742,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$120,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$896,000,000. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,074,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$725,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$17,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 

$120,000,000. 
On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 

$896,000,000. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,074,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$725,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$17,000,000. 

Mr. BAYH. Madam President, as you 
and I have discussed just as recently as 
today, the cost of a college education is 

an increasingly important challenge to 
middle-class families across Minnesota, 
Indiana, and the rest of our country. 
Unfortunately, it is a challenge that 
too many families today cannot meet, 
but it is an important one that we 
equip them to meet. 

For example, 80 percent of the new 
jobs that will be created over the next 
decade are estimated to require some 
level of higher education. The esti-
mates also show us that a college grad-
uate can expect to make fully 75 per-
cent more than someone with only a 
high school diploma. Yet the escalating 
cost of a college degree is putting it be-
yond the ability of middle-class fami-
lies to afford. 

Just as an example, over the past 4 
years alone the cost of a private col-
lege education has gone up 28 percent. 
Over that same period of time, the cost 
of a 4-year public university has gone 
up 55 percent. Regrettably, this will, 
the estimates show, lead 4.4 million 
qualified students across our country 
to give up their dream of pursuing a 
college education. That is simply not 
right, and we need to do something 
about it. Today, we have that oppor-
tunity. 

If we don’t act, the college tuition 
deduction currently in place will expire 
at the end of next year, making mat-
ters even worse than they are today. 
We can’t let that happen. We must act 
now. Congress acted so late last year to 
extend the college deduction another 
year that the IRS was unable to in-
clude it on this year’s tax forms, mean-
ing that possibly tens of thousands of 
American families and students who 
qualified for the credit will get out 
their tax form, not see it there, and not 
get the relief to which they are enti-
tled. We have to do better than that, 
and under our amendment we will. 

Our amendment will make perma-
nent the $4,000 deduction for college 
tuition and fees, and it is flexible, ap-
plying to both undergraduates, 4-year 
institutions, as well as 2-year institu-
tions. It is squarely targeted at the 
middle class. Individuals making up to 
$65,000 a year and families making up 
to $130,000 a year will qualify for the 
full $4,000 deduction. Individuals mak-
ing up to $80,000 a year and families 
making up to $160,000 a year will qual-
ify for up to $2,000 in assistance. 

It is also fully paid for. It will cost 
$5.6 billion over the next 5 years, but it 
is offset by a variety of provisions to 
close the tax gap included in the Presi-
dent’s budget. So it meets a pressing 
national need facing our middle class, 
but it does so in a way that is fiscally 
responsible. 

In conclusion, at a time when too 
many of our middle class are asking 
who in Washington speaks for them, at 
a time when they realize full well that 
the wealthy can take care of them-
selves and that we have many pro-
grams targeted to the less fortunate 
but nothing really targeted for the 
middle class, this effort squarely meets 
a major challenge confronting middle- 
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class families and says to them that we 
speak for their concerns as well. 

At a time when too many of our citi-
zens are saying that Washington is ir-
relevant, that there is too much polit-
ical fighting and partisanship and pro-
cedural bickering, and all that kind of 
stuff, this is something that speaks di-
rectly to one of their major concerns, 
and it is about time we did something 
about it. Today, we have that oppor-
tunity. 

I thank all those who have helped 
bring us to this moment. One of our 
colleagues, Senator SCHUMER, has been 
a relentless champion of making col-
lege more affordable for middle-class 
families for many years now. We 
wouldn’t be here without his leader-
ship. I thank also Senator SNOWE, who 
is the principal cosponsor of this legis-
lation, and I know full well of your per-
sonal concern about this as well, 
Madam President. 

So Democrats and Republicans alike, 
this is something we can work on to-
gether, make the government relevant, 
help the middle class, and do it in a fis-
cally responsible way. I urge its adop-
tion. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, what 

is the Senator’s offset for this? As I un-
derstand it, it is money selected from 
the tax gap; is that correct? 

Mr. BAYH. That is correct. 
Mr. GREGG. Well, obviously, I agree 

with the Senator’s initiative relative 
to the education tax credit. That was 
in the original Bush tax cuts, which 
have done so much good for this econ-
omy and for people who have benefitted 
from them, and tuition tax credits is a 
big part of that benefit. People going 
to college are more readily able to af-
ford it as a result of the President put-
ting that in his plan, and I think we 
should extend it. 

I regret that the amendment we of-
fered earlier, which did extend it, was 
voted down, the Kyl amendment. The 
Senator has now come forward with a 
rifle shot on this item. The tax gap is 
an illusory number. It doesn’t exist. We 
have already more than used it. It has 
sort of gotten to be like Customs fees 
around here, where a few years ago 
they just kept getting used over and 
over again. 

As a practical matter, however, we 
are certainly going to be supportive of 
this proposal, and if the Senator 
doesn’t need a vote on it, we will take 
a voice vote. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
would inquire of the Senator, would he 
be willing to take a voice vote? 

Mr. BAYH. I would. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that we go to a 
voice vote on the Bayh amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 526. 

The amendment (No. 526) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GREGG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Indiana. I 
thank him for working with us to get 
this amendment worked out, and I 
want to also thank my colleague, the 
ranking member of the committee, for 
his cooperation once again. 

We now are prepared to start voting, 
are we not? 

Mr. GREGG. I was going to suggest, 
Madam President, that if the chairman 
was ready, we should start voting now. 
Why wait? 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, let 
me note that we might need to get an 
agreement on how we proceed. How-
ever, I think we should put colleagues 
on notice that very shortly we are 
going to start voting. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 545, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sand-
ers amendment, No. 545, be modified 
with the changes at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amouunt by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18 increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 17, line 12, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 17, line 13, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 17, line 16, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 17, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 17, line 20, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 17, line 21, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 17, line 24, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 17, line 25, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we pro-
ceed to vote in relation to the fol-
lowing amendments in the order listed; 
that there be 2 minutes equally divided 
prior to each vote; and that after the 
first vote, time be limited to 10 min-
utes on each succeeding vote, with no 
second-degree amendments in order to 
any of the amendments covered under 
this agreement, except where we might 
have a side-by-side, as indicated. 

The first amendment would be the 
Hutchison amendment No. 517, as 
modified; the second amendment would 
be the Ensign amendment No. 472; the 
third amendment would be the Sanders 
amendment No. 545, as modified; and 
the fourth amendment would be the 
Enzi amendment No. 497. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object, and I don’t expect to object, but 
I want to be sure Senator HUTCHISON 
has signed off on the modification. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
The Chair hears none, and, it is so or-

dered. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, let’s 

do this. The Hutchison amendment we 
don’t have at the desk as modified, so 
we need to revise the unanimous con-
sent to make the Ensign amendment 
No. 472 the first amendment in the 
tranche to be voted on, then going to 
the Sanders amendment, and then the 
Enzi amendment. Hopefully, momen-
tarily, we will have worked out getting 
the Hutchison amendment, as modi-
fied, to the desk. 

So that would mean we would first 
proceed to the Ensign amendment, and 
I notice that Senator ENSIGN is here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the plan, as modified? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 517, AS MODIFIED 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 

I have the modification to my amend-
ment, and I would send it to the desk 
and ask that it be the replacement for 
my amendment. 

Madam President, we can have a vote 
on my amendment or we can have a 
voice vote, at the pleasure of the chair-
man. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is so modified. 
The amendment, as modified, is as 

follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

EXTENSION OF THE DEDUCTION 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL SALES 
TAXES. 

The Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee may revise the aggregates, alloca-
tions, and other levels in this resolution for 
a bill, joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
or conference report that would provide for 
extension of the deduction for State and 
local sales taxes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
total of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
will modify the unanimous consent re-
quest so that we go immediately to the 
Hutchison amendment on a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further debate on the amend-
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 517. 

The amendment (No. 517), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
would like to at this moment thank 
the gentlewoman from Texas for work-
ing with us to get this amendment 
modified. It was very helpful to the 
work of the committee. We appreciate 
very much her cooperation. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I would say to the distinguished chair-
man that I appreciate his willingness 
to work with us. It is a very important 
amendment to eight States in this 
country. Senator CANTWELL was very 
much a part of the whole negotiation, 
and I commend her and her staff for 
helping us to do this, and I appreciate 
the fact that it has passed and is now 
a part of the budget. I would also like 
to thank the other cosponsors of this 
amendment, Senator CORNYN, Senator 
ENZI, Senator MURKOWSKI, Senator 
CORKER, Senator ALEXANDER, and Sen-
ator ENSIGN. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I, 
too, thank Senator CANTWELL. She was 
very helpful to us in getting this so 
that we didn’t have to have a vote and 
so the amendment could be adopted. I 
thank the two Senators. 

AMENDMENT NO. 472 
We now proceed to the Ensign 

amendment. 
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have been ordered. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, am I 

correct, there is 1 minute on each side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. There is 1 minute on 
each side. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, very 
simply, this amendment is the same as 
the means testing on Part B. Part D of 

Medicare seniors never paid for during 
their lifetime. This is a brand new enti-
tlement, something they never paid 
for. We are asking the younger workers 
to pay basically for millionaires to be 
able to get prescription drugs. What 
my amendment says is we should 
means test those so wealthier seniors 
will have to pay more of their fair 
share for prescription drugs. That is 
very simply what this amendment 
does. 

I think 59 Senators voted before to 
make sure Part B was means tested— 
once again, a benefit they never paid 
for. This amendment does the same 
thing for Medicare Part D. Let’s not 
ask a schoolteacher or a firefighter to 
pay for millionaires to have prescrip-
tion drugs. Let’s do something fiscally 
responsible and call on the Finance 
Committee to enact this very impor-
tant amendment to the prescription 
drug program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, this 
amendment fails to distinguish be-
tween Part B premium and Part D. 
This amendment calls for means test-
ing Part D. What does that honestly 
mean? It will create massive confusion 
among seniors. Why? The Government 
sets the Part B premium. The private 
sector sets the Part D drug premium. 
There are 1,500 plans and each of them 
is different. Some premiums are a few 
dollars, some are $100. 

You think seniors were confused with 
Part D when it first came out? That is 
a picnic compared to the confusion this 
amendment is going to create. Think of 
all the confusion the seniors are going 
to have to face, trying to figure out is 
their premium means tested compared 
to their friends’ premium next door? 
This is massively complex for seniors. 
There is so much confusion for seniors 
that the amendment should not be 
agreed to. 

I urge Senators to vote against this 
confusion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 472. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant journal clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 93 Leg.] 
YEAS—44 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 

Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—52 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 

Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Biden 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
McCain 

The amendment (No. 472) was re-
jected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 545, AS MODIFIED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 2 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
amendment No. 545, as modified. 

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, in 

1975, Congress made a promise to pro-
vide 40 percent of the funding for spe-
cial education. Congress has not kept 
that promise on that unfunded man-
date. Today, we are providing a little 
over 17 percent of the costs of special 
education, and that percentage has 
gone down over the last 3 years. The 
result is higher and higher property 
taxes for the middle-class and working 
families of our country. 

This amendment is very simple. It re-
scinds the 2001 personal income tax re-
duction that was given to people with 
at least $1 million in income—the 
wealthiest three-tenths of 1 percent of 
the population—and puts the $44 billion 
raised over 5 years into special edu-
cation. 

Madam President, 99.7 percent of 
Americans would see no increase in 
their Federal taxes from this amend-
ment. But it would lower property 
taxes for millions of middle-class and 
working families, improve the quality 
of education and, most importantly, 
keep the promise made to school dis-
tricts all over this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, in a 
bill which is already a big-spending, 
big-tax bill, this would supersize the 
tax element of the bill. This is sort of 
like when you go into McDonald’s, you 
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can order a regular, a large, or a super 
size. This is a supersized tax increase, 
$44 billion of new taxes, and 83 percent 
of the people who are going to pay it 
are small businesspeople, small 
businesspeople across this country. 

We have done a great—not a great 
job; we have done a strong job in the 
area of IDEA. This administration has 
had larger increases in IDEA spending 
than any administration in history, 
dramatic increases. We still need to go 
further, but you do not go further by 
increasing taxes by $44 billion on 
America’s workers. 

I hope we will vote down this amend-
ment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 545, as modified. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 

and the clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 38, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 94 Leg.] 
YEAS—38 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cardin 
Casey 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
McCaskill 

Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Whitehouse 

NAYS—58 

Alexander 
Allard 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Salazar 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Tester 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Biden 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
McCain 

The amendment (No. 545), as modi-
fied, was rejected. 

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. ENZI. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 497 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 2 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
amendment No. 497. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Madam President, my 

amendment is very simple. It estab-
lishes a 60-vote threshold for legisla-
tion that imposes an unfunded man-
date on small businesses which exceeds 
$131 million, as determined by the 
Small Business Administration. 

We do it for municipalities. We do it 
for States. We do it for tribes. We do 
not do it for small businesses. Small 
businesses make up 99.7 percent of all 
U.S. employers and employ 50 percent 
of the Nation’s nonfarm private sector 
workers. We have an obligation to 
make sure laws written in Washington 
do not unfairly burden Main Street. 

Now, checking back, I found that 
bills that adversely affect small busi-
ness usually get hung up on cloture, 
which is a form of point of order but a 
very lengthy one. The ones that take 
care of small business frequently get a 
huge vote. 

Now, it is possible to mention there 
will be things coming up, such as men-
tal health parity—I am a cosponsor on 
that one; I can assure you that is one 
where small business will not be given 
a bad deal—the Department of Defense. 
We can override any waiver. In this 
body, it takes 60 votes to do cloture. 
This will speed up the process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, this 
amendment is absolutely well in-
tended, but it will create unintended 
consequences. This will give the Budg-
et Committee authority over nonbudg-
etary matters. This amendment, if it 
were adopted, would create a super-
majority point of order against Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s mental health parity 
bill. It would give a supermajority 
point of order against the Defense au-
thorization bill. It would give a super-
majority point of order against the 
minimum wage bill, against bank-
ruptcy reform, against pension reform. 

This amendment should not be adopt-
ed. I urge my colleagues to vote no. 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, do I 
have time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 497. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant journal clerk called the 

roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 95 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 

Nelson (FL) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Biden 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
McCain 

The amendment (No. 497) was re-
jected. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 498 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to consider the Thomas amend-
ment No. 498 and that there be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided and the 
vote time be limited to 10 minutes, 
with no second-degree amendment in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided on amendment No. 498. 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering will bring 
some transparency— 

Mr. GREGG. Could we get order, Mr. 
President? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 

have order in the Senate, please. 
The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. The amendment will 

bring transparency and discipline, but 
not order, to this budget process. The 
budget resolution is supposed to pro-
vide a blueprint for Government spend-
ing and allocate dollars for appropri-
ators to spend in particular areas. 
However, this budget goes away from 
that responsibility in a number of 
areas and fails to even set up a cap for 
overall spending. It does so by includ-
ing a number of unlimited reserve 
funds that amount to no more than a 
blank check signed by the American 
taxpayer. There is no end to what can 
be spent. 

My amendment would strike these 
reserve funds from the budget. We owe 
it to the American people to give them 
a budget that means something, that 
let’s them know up front how much we 
are spending and how we are going to 
pay for it. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, there 
are no blank checks here. Reserve 
funds simply say that the committee of 
jurisdiction has to report a bill, and 
they have to pay for it. Nothing hap-
pens unless the committee reports and 
unless they pay for it. 

Now, this amendment would knock 
out every reserve fund—every one that 
has been put in by Republican Sen-
ators, every one that has been put in 
on this side. It would knock out the re-
serve fund for SCHIP, children’s health 
care. It would strike the reserve fund 
for veterans. It would strike the re-
serve funds for tax relief, for education, 
for energy, for the farm bill, for Medi-
care, for housing, for childcare, for 
mental health parity. It would knock 
out Senator CORNYN’s reserve fund for 
immigration, and on and on. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 498. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 67, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 

YEAS—29 

Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Kyl 

Lott 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thomas 
Vitter 
Voinovich 

NAYS—67 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 

Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Tester 
Thune 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Biden 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
McCain 

The amendment (No. 498) was re-
jected. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
have preferred not to have to offer this 
amendment, but Senator COLEMAN has 
an amendment that would extend sev-
eral energy tax incentives, including 
the clean, renewable energy bond pro-
gram, and tax incentives for energy-ef-
ficient buildings and powerplants. 

I am in entire agreement with the 
Senator on that matter. The problem 
is, he has paid for it out of section 920, 
and the 920 pool of money is about 
evaporated. So the effect of his amend-
ment would be to cut veterans, home-
land security, and law enforcement; 
and I can assure colleagues that will be 
dropped in conference if it is adopted 
here. 

Instead, to try to accomplish the 
goal, I have offered those same provi-
sions, paid for by a deficit-neutral re-
serve fund. That gives the committees 
of jurisdiction the widest latitude to 
pay for the initiatives that are deserv-
ing and important. 

AMENDMENT NO. 598 

Mr. CONRAD. I send the amendment 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON-

RAD) proposes an amendment numbered 598. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To create a deficit-neutral reserve 
fund for extending certain energy tax in-
centives) 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 
EXTENSION OF CERTAIN ENERGY 
TAX INCENTIVES. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, and other levels in this resolution 
for a bill, joint resolution, motion, amend-
ment, or conference report that would ex-
tend through 2015 energy tax incentives, in-
cluding the production tax credit for elec-
tricity produced from renewable resources, 
the Clean Renewable Energy Bond program, 
and the provisions to encourage energy effi-
cient buildings, products and power plants, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the total of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Min-
nesota has a minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, we 
agree on the goals. We need clean en-
ergy. We need clean energy. We need 
renewable energy, wind energy, bio-
mass, and geothermal. The problem is, 
with the reserve fund there is no cer-
tainty. You cannot take the reserve 
fund to the bank. That would only say 
if we find offsets in the future to make 
the extension, we can do that. It is as 
if I give you $15, and if you find $15 for 
me some day, you can pay me. If you 
want the projects to go forth and you 
believe in wind and biomass and other 
renewables and you want them to be fi-
nanced, you need certainty. The 920 
fund can provide you the certainty. 

This doesn’t move the ball forward. 
We are still at ground zero. If you be-
lieve in renewables and clean energy, I 
urge you to vote against this and sup-
port my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I wish 
my colleague was right. The 920 offset 
is a fantasy. This will never survive 
conference because the 920 pool is gone. 

I urge colleagues to vote for the first 
amendment, the Conrad amendment, 
that provides a funding mechanism 
that will survive conference. 

I ask unanimous consent that we go 
to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. What was the man-

ager’s request? 
Mr. CONRAD. I was asking that we 

pay for these very worthwhile initia-
tives with a deficit-neutral reserve 
fund instead of using section 920. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I heard all of that, 
and I know what the Senator from 
Minnesota is trying to do because I en-
couraged him to do it. Rather than let 
him lose by making a mistake, I won-
der if we could look at the amendment 
of the Senator from North Dakota. I 
looked at it, and I didn’t see a reserve 
fund. Can we take 1 minute and look at 
it? I would like to encourage Senator 
COLEMAN to accept the Senator’s pro-
posal. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3587 March 22, 2007 
Can the Senator from North Dakota 

tell me again what he thinks he did? 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes. What I have done 

is I have tried to convince my col-
league—we absolutely share the same 
goal. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. What I have done is of-

fered a deficit-neutral reserve fund 
that gives the committees the greatest 
latitude to actually fund it. Mr. Presi-
dent, 920, which is his offset, is over-
subscribed, and if we go to conference 
with it, we will be dropped like a hot 
rock. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I note 
that there are 235 reserve funds in this 
budget with over $200 billion over 5 
years. The problem is, again, if we be-
lieve in getting this done, and we adopt 
it with the reserve fund, there is no 
way we can go to the bank and say we 
are going to have this because it is 
simply a promise without anything. 

The reality of the 920 can give cer-
tainty if we can get it through con-
ference. Let’s fight for it in conference. 
Let’s not do anything that has no ef-
fect. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let’s be 
clear. What 920 means is that we will 
cut veterans, we will cut homeland se-
curity, we will cut law enforcement. 
That is a losing proposition for us, I 
say to my colleague, especially given 
the fact that we are already at over 
$7.5 billion a year in section 920. The 
President, when he identified the possi-
bilities, only identified $7.5 billion 
available. That is the money that has 
already been used. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
the Conrad amendment so we can fund 
these important priorities. 

I urge we go to the vote. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 598. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Are there any other 
Senators in the Chamber desiring to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 97 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 

Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 

Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 

Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—42 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 

Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—4 

Biden 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
McCain 

The amendment (No. 598) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be 2 
minutes equally divided, that we go to 
the vote, and that the yeas and nays be 
deemed ordered on the Coleman 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There are 2 minutes of debate equally 
divided. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, if you 

voted for the Conrad amendment be-
fore, if you believe in wind energy and 
biomass and renewables, then you 
should vote for my amendment. The ar-
gument of the Senator from North Da-
kota is this will never make it out of 
conference committee, but that is not 
an argument against what we are try-
ing to do. So let’s put that to the test. 

If you believe this is the right policy 
and you want to tell those folks who 
want to do wind energy and who want 
to do biomass that you are going to 
support them, you should support my 
amendment. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator COLEMAN for offering this 
amendment because it is critical that 
the Federal budget prioritizes the en-
ergy policy initiatives that are work-
ing for our Nation. 

This amendment would include budg-
et authority for the extension of the 
tax incentives for energy efficient com-
mercial buildings, which has been esti-
mated that by 2010 will save 7 trillion 
cubic feet, Tcf, of natural gas. To put 
this figure in context, the United 
States imported 4.3 Tcf of natural gas 
in 2005. 

Furthermore, we must recognize that 
investments into commercial and resi-
dential buildings provides cost savings 
for decades. The life of an average 

American vehicle is roughly 12 years, 
for commercial buildings the estimated 
lifetime is 75 years and for residential 
buildings the lifetime is 100 years. It is 
vital that we encourage the investment 
into energy efficiency for these build-
ings in order to receive the aggregate 
energy savings. 

Recently, Senator KERRY and I, as 
chair and ranking member of the Sen-
ate Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship, heard small business 
representatives articulate the success 
of these incentives. However, it is clear 
that businesses need sufficient lead 
time to make these investments, re-
duce risk, and ensure that businesses 
adopt the most energy efficient infra-
structure. This budget must affirm and 
reflect upon the fact that energy effi-
ciency is the most cost-effective solu-
tion to our energy crisis. As the former 
Assistant Secretary for Energy and En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
and current director of Google’s Cli-
mate Change and Energy Initiatives, 
Dan Reicher, stated to the Finance 
Committee last month, ‘‘Energy Effi-
ciency is the real low-hanging fruit in 
the U.S. and global economy. 

Furthermore, I am encouraged that 
this amendment would include a 5-year 
extension for the renewable production 
tax credit. On December 14, 2006, I 
joined Senators BINGAMAn and DOMEN-
ICI and 39 other Senators, in writing 
the President to request that he in-
clude a 5-year extension of the renew-
able energy production tax credit, PTC, 
for 5 years. The current PTC is due to 
expire on December 31, 2008, and this 
does not allow renewable energy busi-
nesses to adequately prepare for the 
long-term. This problem was analyzed 
in a special report in the Economist, 
which stated that ‘‘America’s incen-
tives for clean energy’’ are ‘‘relatively 
modest compared to Europe’s.’’ Fur-
thermore, the article illustrates that 
‘‘what one politician can mandate, an-
other can terminate—and therein lies 
one of the biggest risks for clean en-
ergy. American politicians have peri-
odically allowed a tax break for wind 
generation to expire, for example. This 
caused the industry to falter several 
times, before the credit was renewed 
again.’’ 

This country must make a long-term 
commitment to energy policies that 
are effective. I am pleased to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, all 
those who voted ‘‘yes’’ on the Conrad 
amendment should now vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the Coleman amendment, since we 
have funded it and done it in the right 
way. 

The Coleman amendment would fund 
these priorities by cutting veterans, by 
cutting homeland security, by cutting 
law enforcement. You better vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the Coleman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 577. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), and 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 42, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg.] 
YEAS—42 

Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—53 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Sununu 
Tester 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Biden 
Chambliss 

Inhofe 
Johnson 

McCain 

The amendment (No. 577) was re-
jected. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are 
now going to go to a period we have 
discussed before, where people will be 
speaking on various amendments but 
not offering them. The speaking order 
on our side, and we are presuming this 
is going to start about 6:30, will be a 
half hour on our side, then a half hour 
to the majority, then a half hour to our 
side, and then the majority, back and 
forth. The people we expect to speak 
are in this order: Senator SPECTER, as 
soon as we start, and Senator DOMENICI 
after Senator SPECTER. Then, after the 
majority response or period, it will be 
Senator HATCH, probably around 7:30, 
and then a combination of Senator 
MURKOWSKI and Senator ALLARD 

around 7:45. Then the majority posi-
tion. Then it will be Senator CHAM-
BLISS and a group around 8:30; Senator 
BROWNBACK around 9:30, and Senator 
VOINOVICH around 9:45. All those times 
may move up depending on what hap-
pens, with Members either coming or 
going or not showing up, but that is 
the present lineup. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, because 
we are now 20 minutes past the time we 
anticipated being able to start the dis-
cussions and the debate, obviously ev-
erything is moved back 20 minutes. 
Previously, the GOP time was to run 
from 6 to 6:30. That will need to now 
run from about 6:25 to 6:55. That will be 
the time in which our side would start. 
First will be Senator MENENDEZ, then 
Senator SALAZAR, and then Senator 
DURBIN, each one of them for 10 min-
utes. Then we will go back to the Re-
publican side. Then we will come back 
to our side at roughly 8 o’clock with 
Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator 
CASEY. 

I hope it is recognized that if Sen-
ators who have time are not here and 
there are other Senators who are here, 
that will be worked out and the Sen-
ators who are available will go ahead 
and use the time and be reasonable 
with others so we can accommodate as 
many Senators as possible this 
evening. 

The other important thing to say is, 
tomorrow morning we are going to 
start at 9 o’clock. We will have a half 
hour equally divided between Senator 
GREGG and myself. Then we will start 
voting at 9:30. That is going to be a se-
ries of 10-minute votes after the first 
one. In addition to that, we need to in-
dicate to Members, there are 75 votes 
pending. We can do about 3 votes an 
hour. That means 25 hours of voting. If 
everyone insists on their amendment, 
we will be here until 9 o’clock the next 
morning. That is the reality. Senators 
can decide their own fate. If every Sen-
ator insists on every amendment they 
have noticed, that is 75 amendments, 
we will be voting for 25 straight hours. 
I hope colleagues understand the con-
sequences. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I wish to 

reinforce the point made by the chair-
man, which is there has to be reason in 
this process. We have been through 
these vote-athons before. We know 
they tend to be a little chaotic. Quite 
honestly, there are a lot of people who 
come in late with ideas that are good 
ideas, but let’s be reasonable and make 
sure there is an orderly process, and 
let’s cut this list down to something 
that is manageable so we can all get 
back to our districts or our homes and 
enjoy the weekend with our families. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 506 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 

sought recognition to discuss briefly 
two amendments to the budget resolu-

tion. The first amendment, which I 
offer on behalf of Senator HARKIN and 
myself, relates to funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The NIH 
has undertaken miraculous research 
which has led to breakthroughs on 
many maladies confronting this coun-
try and which benefit the world. Dr. 
Zerhouni testified on Monday of this 
week and brought forth statistics 
showing there has actually been a de-
crease in cancer in the last 2 years, a 
decrease in heart disease, and a de-
crease in strokes. We could go through 
the long list of ailments where the NIH 
research has been overwhelmingly suc-
cessful. 

I ask unanimous consent at the con-
clusion of my comments that the list 
of the diseases be printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SPECTER. The budget con-

straints have led to a cut in NIH fund-
ing in recent years. The proposed budg-
et by the administration would cut 
NIH funding by more than $500 million. 
In one of the recent budget cuts, the 
National Cancer Institute, illustra-
tively, was cut by some $50 million. 

In 1970, President Nixon declared war 
on cancer and, had that war been pros-
ecuted with the same intensity as our 
other wars, cancer would have been 
cured. 

My chief of staff, Carey Lackman, a 
beautiful young woman of 48, died of 
breast cancer. One of my best friends, a 
very distinguished Federal judge, Ed-
ward Becker, of Philadelphia, chief 
judge emeritus, died within the year of 
prostate cancer. 

As is fairly well known, I suffer from 
Hodgkin’s. I made a good recovery. All 
the tests are said to be symptom free. 
But I was for increasing NIH funding 
long before I had a personal problem. I 
have been on the Appropriations Sub-
committee of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education since I 
was elected to the Senate in 1980 and 
have had the opportunity to chair the 
subcommittee. With the leadership of 
Senator HARKIN and myself, NIH fund-
ing has been increased from some $12 
billion to almost $30 billion. 

We are offering this amendment sim-
ply to restore NIH funding to where it 
would have been had there been an ac-
commodation for biomedical inflation. 
The cuts have been tremendous, but we 
have restored the 4.5-percent bio-
medical inflation rate for fiscal year 
2006, which costs $1.3 billion; for fiscal 
year 2007, which costs $1.1 billion; for 
fiscal year 2008, which costs another 
$1.1 billion. 

We also provide increases for the 
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention and restored health profes-
sional training programs for nurses and 
doctors to the 2005 level. 

This, in the aggregate, when reduced 
by the assumption for health care pro-
grams in the budget resolution, comes 
to an increase in funding of $2.183 bil-
lion. 
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I ask unanimous consent this sched-

ule be printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks, along with the chronology of 
funding amendments offered on the in-
crease of NIH funding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. SPECTER. I would say that this 

is absolutely minimal to not fall back-
ward. Earlier this week, in addition to 
Dr. Zerhouni’s testimony, we heard 
testimony from research applicants, 
and they are falling off. We are losing 
the best and the brightest of the tal-
ent. So this is minimal, just to tread 
water. 

AMENDMENT NO. 505 
I now turn to a second amendment 

which I propose to offer, and that is an 
amendment which deals with legisla-
tion to reform asbestos litigation. 
There have been efforts made to deal 
with the avalanche of asbestos injury 
cases, with the attendant bankruptcies 
and with tens of thousands of people 
left unable to collect for very serious, 
sometimes deadly, injuries because 
companies have gone into bankruptcy. 

On a number of occasions, the Su-
preme Court of the United States has 
urged Congress to deal with this prob-
lem. In the 109th Congress, the Judici-
ary Committee undertook an enormous 
job, reported out a comprehensive re-
form bill after many hearings and com-
plicated markups—all of that is part of 
the record, which I will not repeat now. 

In the intervening period of time, 
$140 billion that had been available for 
a trust fund has been reduced very sub-
stantially by the formation of bank-
ruptcy trusts. So we are now compelled 
to recast the legislation. We are now 
looking at a reduced trust fund, and we 
are looking at dealing only with vic-
tims of mesothelioma, which is a dead-
ly ailment. 

Last year, notwithstanding the 
humongous effort of the Committee, 
asbestos legislation was defeated on a 
technical point of order requiring 60 
votes. We got 59. Senator INOUYE had 
stated he was going to vote with us, 
but his wife was ill, and we did not sur-
vive the challenge on the budget point 
of order. 

The very heavy, crowded calendar 
precluded our being able to bring it up 
again. This year we have offered an 
amendment to the budget resolution 
which would establish a reserve fund 
for asbestos legislation, eliminating a 
point of order under section 302 of the 
Budget Act. And we have restructured 
the legislation to make it ironclad that 
the Federal Government will not have 
to pay anything because we are cre-
ating a fund, which we did not do last 
year, so that the only money contrib-
uted will be from the trust fund. 

That trust fund is established by the 
manufacturers who are interested in 
avoiding the crush of litigation and the 
attendant costs. We have found that 
the so-called transaction costs, attor-
neys’ fees, amount to about 58 cents on 
the dollar, and only 42 cents are going 
to people who are injured. 

We have restructured the bill to defer 
cases where people do not have tan-
gible damages, and we are looking at 
those with mesothelioma. We are deal-
ing with an award—without a showing 
of liability, simply the damages of 
mesothelioma—of $1,100,000, an amount 
that was established last year after 
considerable negotiation, and I think it 
is fair to say it has been accepted as a 
reasonable figure. 

So that what will be presented to the 
body—I am hopeful we can yet work 
this out. We have gotten consent from 
staff on one side of the aisle, we are 
working with staff on the other side of 
the aisle, and we think we have an-
swered conclusively the concerns that 
were raised. 

Senator LEAHY was a cosponsor last 
year when I was chairman and he was 
ranking. He is the chairman of Judici-
ary now and has agreed to be a cospon-
sor as we move this bill forward. So I 
think we have the votes to get this re-
solved, but doubtless there will be a ne-
cessity for a cloture vote. We are going 
to have to get 60 votes to carry this bill 
forward. 

What I am looking for, what the 
sponsors are looking for, is not having 
so many hurdles that it becomes a 
practical impossibility to have the 
Senate consider this issue on the mer-
its. But we are long past due, having 
been tangling with this issue for some 
25 years. Legislation was defeated last 
year on a technicality. I hope we can 
eliminate the technicalities this year, 
and the amendment will address one. 
Then we will face the 60-vote threshold 
on cloture. 

We will seek to structure a bill that 
will meet with the approval of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives. 

EXHIBIT 1 
DISEASES 

Aids 
Autism 
Stroke 
Obesity 
Alzheimer’s 
Parkinson’s 
Spinal Muscular Atrophy 
Scleroderma 
ALS 
Muscular Dystrophy 
Diabetes 
Osteoporosis 
Cancers: 

Breast, Cervical and Ovarian 
Lymphoma 
Multiple Myeloma 
Prostate 
Pancreatic 
Colon 
Head and Neck 
Brain 
Lung 
Mesothelioma 

Pediatric Renal Disorders 
Multiple Sclerosis 
Deafness and Other Communication Dis-

orders 
Glaucoma 
Macular Degeneration 
Sickle Cell Anemia 
Heart Disease 
Spinal Cord Injury 
Sudden Infant Death Syndrome 
Arthritis 

Schizophrenia and Other Mental Disorders 
Polycystic Kidney Disease 
Hepatitis 
Cooley’s Anemia 
Primary Immune Deficiency Disorders 

EXHIBIT 2 
BUDGET AMENDMENT TALKING POINTS 

Your amendment: Would add $2.2 billion to 
Function 550—Health—for increases in NIH, 
CDC and Health Professions Training Pro-
grams. This increase would be offset by an 
across-the-board cut of 0.23 percent. 

Budget Resolution: The budget resolution 
assumes the FY’07 funding level for NIH and 
provides an unspecified $1.637 billion increase 
for all health programs. 

Amendment assumptions: 
NIH increases required: to restore NIH plus 

FY’06 biomedical inflation—4.5%, $1.3 billion; 
to restore NIH plus FY’07 biomedical infla-
tion—3.7%, $1.1 billion; to restore NIH plus 
FY’08 biomedical inflation—3.7%, $1.1 billion. 

NIH funding: $28,948,845,000—FY’07 com-
parable appropriation; $28,948,845,000—Budget 
resolution assumption for the NIH or the 
same as the FY’07 amount; $32,448,845,000— 
FY’08 with your amendment, +$3.5 billion 
over the FY’07 comparable appropriation. 

Year Appropriation Over previous fis-
cal year Percentage 

1995 ..................... $11,299,522,000 $362,000,000 
1996 ..................... 11,927,562,000 628,040,000 5.6 
1997 ..................... 12,740,843,000 813,281,000 6.8 
1998 ..................... 13,674,843,000 934,000,000 7.3 
1999 ..................... 15,629,156,000 1,954,313,000 14.3 
2000 ..................... 17,820,587,000 2,191,431,000 14.0 
2001 ..................... 20,458,130,000 2,637,543,000 14.8 
2002 ..................... 23,296,382,000 2,838,252,000 13.9 
2003 ..................... 27,066,782,000 3,770,400,000 16.2 
2004 ..................... 27,887,512,000 820,730,000 3.0 
2005 ..................... 28,495,157,000 607,645,000 2.2 
2006 ..................... 28,311,848,000 ¥183,309,000 ¥0.6 
2007 ..................... 28,948,845,000 ¥636,997,000 2.2 
2008.
Request ................ 28,621,241,000 ¥327,604,000 ¥1.1 
Budget Res ........... 28,948,845,000 0 0 
Amended ............... 32,448,845,000 +3.500 billion 12 

SEQUENCE ON NIH FUNDING 
In 1981, NIH funding was less than $3.6 bil-

lion. For FY04, NIH funding totals $28 bil-
lion. 

A substantial investment in the NIH is 
crucial to continue the progress we have 
made over the last several years to turn our 
investment into cures for diseases over the 
next decade. We have seen innumerable 
breakthroughs in the knowledge of and 
treatment for diseases such as cancer, Alz-
heimer’s disease, Parkinson’s disease, severe 
mental illnesses, diabetes, osteoporosis, 
heart disease, and many others. 

In FY’98, you and Sen. Harkin sought to 
add $1.1 billion to the health function during 
the Budget Resolution. The amendment was 
defeated 63–37. Despite this, you were able to 
provide a $1 billion increase for the NIH in 
FY98. 

In FY’99, you and Sen. Harkin again of-
fered an amendment to the Budget Resolu-
tion to add $2 billion to the health function. 
The amendment was again defeated, this 
time by a vote of 57–41. But, you still pro-
vided an additional $2 billion to the NIH for 
FY99, which at the time was the largest in-
crease in history. 

In FY’00, you and Sen. Harkin offered an 
amendment to the Budget Resolution to add 
$1.4 billion to the health function, over and 
above the $600 million increase which had al-
ready been provided by the Budget Com-
mittee. The amendment was defeated by a 
vote of 47–52. 

In FY’01, you and Senator Harkin offered 
an amendment to the Budget Resolution to 
add $1.6 billion to the health function. This 
amendment passed by a vote of 55–45. This 
victory brought the NIH increase to $2.7 bil-
lion for FY’01. However, after late night ne-
gotiations with the House, the funding for 
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NIH was cut by $200 million below that 
amount, bringing the total increase to $2.5 
billion. 

In FY’02, you and Senator Harkin, along 
with nine other Senators offered an amend-
ment to add an additional $700 million to the 
resolution to achieve your goal of doubling. 
The vote was 96–4. The Senate Labor-HHS 
Subcommittee reported a bill recommending 
$23.7 billion, an increase of $3.4 billion over 
the previous year’s funding. But during con-
ference negotiations with the House, we fell 
short of that amount by $410 million. 

The FY’03 omnibus appropriations bill con-
tained an increase of $3.7 billion, which 
achieved your doubling effort. 

In FY’04, you and Senator Harkin offered 
an amendment to the budget resolution to 
add $2.8 billion in additional funding for Pub-
lic Health Service programs as follows: $1.8 
billion for NIH, $600 million for CDC, and $400 
million for the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration. The vote was 97–1. 

On September 10, 2003, during floor debate 
on the Labor-HHS bill, you and Senators 
Harkin and Feinstein offered an amendment 
to the FY04 Labor-HHS bill to provide a $2.5 
billion increase for the NIH. The amendment 
was defeated by a vote of 52–43—the amend-
ment required 60 votes because the increase 
was designated as an emergency. The final 
conference agreement contained $27.9 billion 
for NIH, an increase of $1 billion over the 
FY’03 appropriation. 

In FY’05, you, Senator Harkin, and Senator 
Collins offered an amendment to the budget 
resolution to add $2,000,000,000 to discre-
tionary health spending, including NIH—the 
amendment passed 72–24. The final con-
ference agreement for NIH included $28.6 bil-
lion, an increase of $800 million. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

might say to the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania, little did I know 
when I agreed tonight to switch places 
and follow him, instead of the reverse 
order, that I would hear about, once 
again, this never-ending litigation that 
is once again brought to the Senate 
floor by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania. What a distinguished 
stalwart you are, Senator. 

Never give up. Never say no. Never 
say die. Just keep on keeping on. Sure 
enough, even the big, giant elk fall. 
That is what they talk about in the 
forest, as they look out there among 
the great pines and the great big, giant 
elk, that sooner or later the tree will 
fall and the elk will fall. 

Frankly, I do not know of anybody 
better than you to say, if you are after 
them, you will get them, whatever it 
is. In this case, I listened to you, like 
I have listened and expressed willing-
ness last time, with no interest, no big 
interest in my State to give you a Sen-
ator on your side, by saying I want to 
be part of trying to get this solved. I 
await your presentation to us, to have 
an opportunity to see if we can sign up 
now. 

Having said that, Senator SPECTER, I 
am going to speak for a very few min-
utes about this budget that is before 
us. I had kind of sworn I would not get 
involved very much in budget activi-
ties on the floor. I think you probably, 
as much as anyone, have noticed a real 

lack of—or an absence of—Domenici 
verbiage on budgets. Because I have 
done it for so many years, I decided 
others ought to take over and take 
charge, and they would have plenty 
without me having to stick myself in 
the middle of it. 

But I did think, if I were going to 
look at this year at what happened, 
what is the difference between the 
Democrats and Republicans being in 
control, which is essentially what ev-
erybody ought to know is the big dif-
ference. And then you ought to say: 
Well, what difference is there in the 
budget because the Democrats took 
over? And it is their budget, there is no 
doubt about it. 

They may claim they did not inherit 
what is in this budget, but the truth of 
the matter is, they are going to fix it, 
if it is going to be fixed. They are not 
going to do nothing, they are going to 
try to do something. You are going to 
look and see what it is they tried to do, 
and from that you are going to have to 
try to draw some conclusions. 

So it is a very difficult time to put a 
budget together. I do not stand here to-
night as a superpolitical critiquer or 
criticizer of the Democrats who are 
trying to put this together. But I do 
think, from time to time, it is impor-
tant that somebody like me who has 
been through this for about 25 years— 
I think that is about the minimal that 
I was involved in putting budgets to-
gether—and during much of that time I 
was either ranking or chairman having 
to put it together and learn about it. 

I believe we must continue to look at 
things and expose and express, which is 
what I am doing. I am not being crit-
ical, I am exposing and expressing what 
I see vis a vis what the leadership on 
the other side has claimed they have 
done. 

I believe we must continue to protect 
the middle class. The middle-class 
working families must have our help 
and our protection. They are the back-
bone of our country. It is the middle 
class that distinguishes America from 
all other democracies, and that is why 
we are able to remain so strong as a 
living democracy, is because we have 
such a large, powerful majority of 
Americans who belong to the middle 
class, the middle-class working fami-
lies. 

Unfortunately, the budget we are 
presented this year will do very little 
for the hard-working middle class. The 
budget we are presented does little for 
the hard-working middle class. If en-
acted, the budget would allow tax 
breaks that we gave to the middle class 
to expire, causing an enormous tax 
burden to be placed on these families. 

You do not have to do much, if you 
have tax cuts that are running along 
and the tax cuts are going to expire. 
Then all you have to do is not extend 
them and sometime later on the tax-
payers are going to find out that their 
taxes are different because, in fact, 
what had happened to them under the 
tax structure before will not happen to 
them come the end of the tax year. 

If enacted, the budget would allow 
the tax breaks we gave to the middle 
class to expire, causing an enormous 
tax burden to be placed on these fami-
lies. Simply put, the budget increases 
taxes on the middle class. I realize we 
made a step in the right direction by 
adopting the Baucus amendment yes-
terday. That was planned by the major-
ity that it take place in that way. 

He offered a tax amendment, and I 
was happy to vote in favor of that, 
which permanently extended the tax 
relief for the 10-percent tax brackets 
and extended the child tax credit, the 
adoption credit and dependent care 
credit and the marriage penalty relief. 

However, there is still a great deal of 
work left to be accomplished. While we 
have provided tax relief for the lowest 
brackets, we have not addressed the 
middle class, which faces a tax increase 
and a loss of some substantial deduc-
tions such as the education tuition de-
duction. 

The budget does not extend the cap-
ital gains tax and the dividend tax re-
lief. If we do not extend the capital 
gains deduction, we will be creating a 
dangerous situation that may prevent 
the economy from progressing. This 
might be a very good test of whether 
those kinds of taxes, capital gains and 
dividends tax relief, have anything 
positive to do with the economy. 

Obviously, so far in this process it is 
obvious that the other side is not going 
to do anything to extend those taxes, 
which many think were very important 
to the continuation of the growth at a 
steady pace for part of the last 5 years. 
If we do not extend the capital gains 
reduction, we will be creating a dan-
gerous situation that may prevent the 
economy from progressing in a normal 
manner. 

I am not predicting that. I learned a 
long time ago not to predict too much 
because I predicted how bad things 
would turn out when certain taxes were 
changed, and it didn’t happen at all. 

But I do believe there is too big a 
change in this budget resolution that it 
will not have any effect upon the tax-
payers of the United States and ulti-
mately on the economy and on the 
growth of the economy. 

Business owners need certainty so 
they can focus on long-term planning 
instead of shooting from the hip on a 
yearly basis. If we do not extend the 
capital gains relief, we are putting 
America’s business in the position I 
have described. One can clearly see 
that on a national level, the middle 
class stands to lose the most under this 
proposal. In New Mexico, the impact of 
repealing the current tax relief would 
be felt widely by the middle class. 
More than 93,000 New Mexico investors, 
including senior citizens, would pay 
more because of an increase in the tax 
rates on capital gains and dividends. 

I am also sorry to say that this budg-
et resolution does not thoroughly ad-
dress the alternative minimum tax. I 
am sure the proponent of the budget 
knows that. The alternative minimum 
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is a devil of a tax. It grew from a little 
tiny thing with a few people affected to 
a monster that affects millions of peo-
ple. With each year, it gets bigger in 
number. Instead, this budget provides a 
2-year alternative minimum patch, not 
a cure. The 2006 alternative minimum 
tax applied to 3.5 million taxpayers. 
Absent legislative action, the AMT will 
affect significantly more middle-in-
come taxpayers. By 2007, up to 23 mil-
lion taxpayers could be subject to the 
AMT. 

Maybe I am just telling them what 
they already know and they plan to fix 
it. They better think about it. It is an 
awful big number, and it is rather omi-
nous. There will be plenty of Ameri-
cans who will note it come tax-paying 
time, there is no question. Today, they 
don’t know, but in about 6 months, 
they will know. About a year after 
that, they will know again. Absent leg-
islative action, the AMT will affect sig-
nificantly more middle-income tax-
payers. By 2007, up to 23 million tax-
payers could be subject to the alter-
native minimum tax. 

This is another tax which the middle 
class will bear the brunt of. The rever-
berations of this inaction will be seen 
all over the country and will especially 
be evident in a State such as New Mex-
ico. This budget does not provide any 
permanent type of tax relief for Amer-
ica’s middle-class people. I believe we 
still have time and a great opportunity 
to address this issue right now in a bi-
partisan manner. I am willing to con-
tinue to work to see what we can do to 
help the middle class in this budget. 

Added to the nonexistent middle- 
class tax relief, this budget fails to ad-
dress the 800-pound gorilla in the 
room—otherwise known as entitlement 
spending. After 2010, spending related 
to the aging and the baby boom genera-
tion will begin to raise the growth rate 
of total outlays. The annual growth 
rate of Social Security spending is ex-
pected to increase from about 4.5 per-
cent in 2008 to 6.5 percent by 2017. In 
addition, because the cost of health 
care is likely to continue rising rap-
idly, spending on Medicare and Med-
icaid is projected to grow even faster, 
in the range of 7 or 8 percent annually. 
Total outlays for Medicare and Med-
icaid are projected to more than double 
by 2017, increasing by 124 percent, 
while nominal GDP is expected to grow 
by only 63 percent. The budget cur-
rently under consideration does not 
offer solutions, much less address enti-
tlement spending or reform. 

In the area of energy policy, this 
budget is a mixed bag. On the positive 
side, I am pleased that it assumes $1.6 
billion for the Department of Energy’s 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable En-
ergy Program—a $440 million increase 
above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. 

This is a critical program within 
DOE where our Nation’s work on next- 
generation fuels is put to the test. In-
creasing our fuel diversity and fuel ef-
ficiency is a top priority for me this 
year, as it was in the Energy bill of 

2005. In that bipartisan bill, we passed 
the first-ever renewable fuel standard. 
This has literally brought thousands of 
jobs to the American people and bil-
lions of gallons of homegrown renew-
able fuel to the American fuel tank. I 
will be seeking to further these ad-
vancements through legislation with 
Senator BINGAMAN and the Energy 
Committee. 

I am also relieved and pleased that 
the budget includes an increase for fos-
sil energy research and development. 
This is key to many small producers, 
geologists, and to the overall fiscal 
strength of my home State. It is a mis-
take to misinterpret this funding as an 
unnecessary incentive for the oil and 
gas industry. This research and devel-
opment helps advance technologies to 
recover more domestic oil and gas, and 
that is a good thing. 

I am disappointed, however, that this 
budget rejects the President’s proposal 
to permit oil and gas leasing in the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and 
does not assume savings from the pro-
posal. We all agree that we should re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil. 
Many of us agree that we should do 
that by conserving energy, increasing 
fuel efficiency, and using homegrown 
biofuels. Where we often disagree is 
that I believe, in the near term, we 
should also be producing more domes-
tic oil and gas. 

I have proposed and passed the idea 
of domestic energy in the form of an 
offshore bill dealing with the Gulf of 
Mexico. I believe we should be doing 
more offshore. I believe this budget 
should include ANWR. The chairman of 
the Budget Committee has indicated he 
is concerned that our Nation depends 
on imports for 60 percent of our oil. It 
concerns me, too. But it equally con-
cerns me that we are locking up bil-
lions of barrels of American resources 
while relying on foreign, volatile re-
gions for our oil. 

I cannot support this budget in its 
current form because it will increase 
taxes on the middle class and does not 
offer any meaningful solution for enti-
tlement spending and it offers an in-
complete energy policy. I remain will-
ing to work hard to address areas of 
concern and am confident that if oth-
ers will come to the table and talk and 
negotiate, we could strengthen this 
budget. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

have a different view than my distin-
guished colleague from New Mexico. 
This week, what we are seeing is the 
proof of new leadership in this Con-
gress. I am proud, as a member of the 
Budget Committee, that we have a 
budget resolution before us that pro-
vides a blueprint for how we can build 
a stronger nation—a nation that will 
not be drowning in debt but can save 
for its children’s future, a nation that 
will not undermine the education of its 
young people but that invests in build-

ing global competitiveness from start 
to finish, a nation that will not abdi-
cate its responsibility to provide 
health insurance to those most in need 
but that is committed to covering 
every child, and a nation that will not 
neglect the needs of its soldiers and 
veterans but that will provide the level 
of care their sacrifices deserve. 

Our budgets are indicative of the val-
ues we hold, individually and collec-
tively. In this budget, one thing is very 
clear: We see a different set of prior-
ities and values for our Nation. From 
health care to education to our vet-
erans to the safety of our communities, 
Americans will see that this budget 
charts a new course. Perhaps most im-
portantly, however, this budget 
reaches all of these priorities in a 
framework that is fiscally responsible. 
With this budget, we will end the days 
of spending now and figuring how to 
pay for it later. Instead of making 
lofty promises we cannot afford, in-
stead of pretending we can have it all 
while we are sinking deeper and deeper 
into debt, instead of leaving a multibil-
lion-dollar mess for our grandchildren 
to clean up years from now, with this 
budget we make a clear declaration: 
We must pay for what we spend as we 
go along, not push it off for another 
day. This is something Americans do 
every day. It is how all of us conduct 
our personal daily lives. Yet, until re-
cently, it is something which Congress 
has been incapable of. With this budg-
et, we have a chance to change that. 

Without question, one of our highest 
priorities is the health care of our Na-
tion’s most vulnerable children. I find 
it embarrassing that some in Wash-
ington, those who have some of the 
best health care coverage in the world, 
have proposed to cut coverage to Amer-
ica’s neediest children. Yesterday, we 
defeated an amendment that would 
have jeopardized the health care of 
children and parents all over America. 
I know the battle is not over, but let 
me assure my colleagues, we will win 
the fight so children across this coun-
try will have the health insurance they 
deserve. I applaud the Budget Com-
mittee chairman for working to make 
this funding a priority in the resolu-
tion. 

I am proud of the Senate’s support 
for the Baucus amendment to increase 
funding for SCHIP. I am proud that a 
majority of this Chamber realized we 
had a responsibility to fix the short-
comings of the President’s budget that 
would have had millions of children 
across the Nation not insured and that 
we ensured America’s neediest children 
have the care and health coverage they 
need. 

In this budget, we make it clear who 
our focus is. We will no longer follow 
blindly down the President’s path to 
provide costly tax breaks for the 
wealthiest Americans while we rack up 
trillions in debt for future generations 
to pay off. That is why I am proud this 
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budget includes an amendment by Sen-
ator BAUCUS to extend key tax provi-
sions which will benefit millions of stu-
dents and hard-working families but 
which do not drown us in debt. The 
message is clear: We Democrats believe 
we can extend tax credits that help 
students afford college. We can ensure 
families continue to claim the child 
tax credit. We can provide income tax 
relief, and we don’t have to do it while 
sweeping the cost under the rug for an-
other day. 

In this budget, we provide a light at 
the end of the tunnel for so many chil-
dren, teachers, and administrators who 
have been strained to meet require-
ments without resources, who have 
seen promises broken year after year. 
With this budget, we start to fix the 
many holes in our education funding. 
This budget funds education $9.2 billion 
above the President’s request. We in-
crease grant aid so that students who 
rely on Perkins loans, work study, and 
other grants will continue to have the 
extra assistance that will help them 
earn their degree. 

For me, this is not a policy debate; it 
is real life. I would not be here in the 
Senate today without the help of Pell 
and Perkins when I was trying to go to 
college. Having grown up poor, in a 
tenement, and being the first of my 
family to do so, that educational op-
portunity created a foundation that 
helped me achieve what I have today. I 
want to make that a birthright for 
each and every one of our children who 
has the ability and is willing to work 
hard and give something back to their 
country. 

We provide the largest increase in el-
ementary and secondary education 
since 2002. We will have done more in 
this budget resolution in 3 months 
than has been done by the administra-
tion in the past 4 years so that we can 
start to fill the massive shortfalls that 
have plagued our schools and denied 
opportunities to students. We restore 
programs such as Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools, education technology, and 
other critical investments that have 
been on the chopping block year after 
year. 

Our budget also marks a turning 
point for an area which has been 
shamefully neglected—the care of our 
Nation’s veterans. I recently visited 
veterans at the VA hospital in East Or-
ange, NJ, and soldiers who have re-
turned from Iraq and Afghanistan cur-
rently at Fort Dix and service men and 
women from across the country, not 
just New Jersey. I have seen how with-
out adequate funding our VA system 
has become overloaded, new veterans 
hang in limbo, and soldiers who have 
made unimaginable sacrifices are left 
wondering just how much the Nation 
values their services. 

Too many of our soldiers are trapped 
in a system that keeps them in limbo. 
They are too injured to serve, yet they 
cannot be fully discharged until their 
paperwork has been processed and their 
health determinations have been de-

cided. The time they spend waiting can 
grow from weeks to months and, yes, 
even years. It is appalling. It is unac-
ceptable. We have to work to improve 
this process. 

This budget allows for that. It would 
increase veterans funding $3.5 billion 
above and beyond the President’s re-
quest. It will ensure funding is dedi-
cated to improving the claims backlog 
that is plaguing our discharge process. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for an additional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. I worked to include 

language in the markup that ensures 
improving this backlog is a top pri-
ority, and I commend the effort by 
Senator LINCOLN to dedicate funding to 
fixing the flawed claims process. This 
budget will do what should have been 
done long before our troops began com-
ing home from Iraq and Afghanistan— 
begin to repair a broken system that 
has failed our veterans. 

Our budget will also ensure that as 
we wage a war abroad, we do not forget 
our fight here at home to protect our 
Nation. This budget not only rejects 
the President’s shortsighted proposal 
to slash more than $1 billion from first 
responder programs, but it provides 
much needed increases for homeland 
security grants, including enough to 
fund port security grants at their au-
thorized level of $400 million, doubling 
rail and transit security, and doubling 
chemical security funds. 

We also restore the President’s cuts 
to the COPS Program, which would 
have left almost no funds to help law 
enforcement hire additional officers 
and improve technology. We reject the 
President’s proposal to slash firefighter 
grants in half and eliminate SAFER 
grants. This budget means the dif-
ference between shortchanging our po-
lice and fire departments and providing 
them the resources to meet the chal-
lenges in our communities. 

Finally, the bottom line is our Na-
tion will see a difference when we pass 
this budget. They will see a brighter 
outlook down the road. The Nation is 
watching. They have called on us to 
focus and change the priorities and val-
ues we have seen in previous resolu-
tions by the previous majority. This 
budget ultimately encompasses the 
values of Americans across this coun-
try. 

I commend Chairman CONRAD for his 
work on crafting this budget. It was 
difficult. It is a careful balance. But at 
the end of the day, it accomplishes the 
key investments that are most impor-
tant to the Nation’s future, to its vital-
ity, to the human capital, to our chil-
dren—our greatest asset and also our 
most fragile asset. 

I urge my colleagues to continue to 
reject the amendments that undermine 
the ability for this new blueprint and 
to adopt the resolution tomorrow so we 
can build a stronger Nation. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss the budget resolution that is 
currently before the Senate today. This 
is my third year in the Senate, and this 
is the third budget resolution I have 
had the opportunity to consider. But 
this is the first time I can say I am 
proud of the resolution before us. It is 
long overdue. We have not had a budget 
for 2 years, and we are still operating 
under the budget resolution passed in 
2005. 

The circumstances surrounding the 
budget are not ideal. Our fiscal situa-
tion in this country has deteriorated 
significantly year after year over the 
past 6 years. We know we cannot fully 
fund every good program, and we are 
still facing deficits even as we move 
closer and closer to the demographic 
tidal wave that will soon overtake the 
Social Security and Medicare Pro-
grams. But, to their immense credit— 
to the immense credit of the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, Senator CON-
RAD—they have crafted a very good, 
strong budget resolution. The budget 
resolution before us provides a blue-
print that will enable us to fund our 
most important Federal programs, pro-
vide new tax relief and extend expiring 
tax provisions, and bring the budget 
into balance within 5 years. It will do 
all that without raising taxes. 

Still, one of the most important 
parts of this budget is not a program or 
a tax cut; it is a simple principle: If 
you want to take money out of the 
budget, either by increasing funding 
for Federal programs or by cutting 
taxes, you have to pay for it. You have 
to pay for it—it is a simple principle 
but a very important principle that 
will assure we restore fiscal discipline 
to the Congress. This pay-go provision 
is one I have long supported and one I 
am very proud to support with Senator 
CONRAD and other Members of this 
body. 

The budget resolution would create a 
60-vote point of order against any new 
spending for tax cuts that are not fully 
paid for—that are not fully paid for. 
The simple rule is essential if we are to 
exercise the fiscal restraint that will 
be necessary to restore sanity to the 
budgetary process and to set our Na-
tion’s fiscal circumstances back on the 
right path. 

I believe this budget strikes the right 
balance for America—between the fis-
cal restraint that is embodied in pay- 
go and the need to fund our Govern-
ment and between the need to keep 
taxes on middle-class families low and 
the importance of facing up to our 
looming budgetary challenges from a 
position of fiscal strength. This budget 
accomplishes those important goals. 

On the spending side, I am particu-
larly pleased the budget resolution pro-
vides adequate funding for a wide range 
of programs that are important to the 
people of America and to the people of 
Colorado. Some of those priorities in-
clude children’s health, education, vet-
erans health, and law enforcement. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3593 March 22, 2007 
These issues have never been more im-
portant to America than they are 
today. 

On children’s health, an estimated 9 
million children in America do not 
have health insurance today. This is a 
staggering statistic: 9 million children 
in America are without health insur-
ance. They do not have health insur-
ance; therefore, they do not have ac-
cess to quality health care. These chil-
dren will be denied the opportunities of 
learning, to grow up in stable family 
environments, and to become produc-
tive members of our communities. 

On education, America is quickly los-
ing ground to other nations in this 
global economy. The Federal Govern-
ment must help local schools provide 
students with the skills they need to 
compete on a national and inter-
national basis. 

On veterans health, we are all famil-
iar with the consequences of the failure 
to provide our veterans with the qual-
ity care the Nation owes them. We cur-
rently have over 630,000 veterans of 
both Iraq and Afghanistan. We owe it 
to them as a nation to ensure they re-
ceive the best care our Government can 
provide because that is what we prom-
ised to each and every one of them and 
their families. 

On law enforcement, we all know how 
important it is for our citizens to feel 
safe and to be secure in the fact their 
Government is doing everything it can 
to protect them in their homes and in 
their communities. That means more 
effective Federal homeland security 
programs, and it means more police of-
ficers in our neighborhoods. 

The budget resolution before us gives 
these and a range of other critical na-
tional priorities the full support they 
deserve. 

For example, this budget provides 
$552 million for the COPS Program. 
The COPS Program itself has helped 
put 1,300 police officers on the streets 
in communities of my State of Colo-
rado. 

This budget provides $43.1 billion for 
veterans programs, including veterans 
health—with a $3.5 billion increase 
over the President’s budget request. 

This budget provides $9.2 billion in 
discretionary education spending above 
the President’s budget request. 

This budget provides $50 billion for 
the State Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, SCHIP. That is 10 times what 
the President has proposed, and it 
starts us effectively down the road of 
making sure all the children of Amer-
ica, in fact, have health insurance. 

This budget protects our commu-
nities and our cities and our counties 
by making sure the community devel-
opment block grants, which are so im-
portant, are provided $3.8 billion. This 
represents a very significant increase 
over the President’s budget request, 
which slashed the community develop-
ment block grants. 

This budget provides $1.6 billion for 
the Department of Energy account 
that, among other things, will fund the 

National Renewable Energy Lab at a 
level $385 million above what the Presi-
dent requested. 

The budget also provides a $15 billion 
increase for agricultural funding be-
tween 2008 and 2012 to give our farmers 
and our ranchers in the forgotten part 
of America—our rural communities— 
the assistance they need to remain vi-
brant. 

The budget also rejects the Presi-
dent’s proposed cuts to the Payment In 
Lieu of Taxes Program, the PILT Pro-
gram, restoring PILT funding to fiscal 
year 2006 levels. 

On the revenue side, this budget sets 
the stage for meaningful middle-class 
tax relief and for aggressive action to 
close the tax gap. As a new member of 
the Senate Finance Committee, I will 
do my part to help make the chair-
man’s goals a reality. For example, I 
strongly support the chairman’s deci-
sion to include 2 years of AMT relief 
for middle-class households. That is 1 
more year than was set forth in the 
President’s budget request. This will 
ensure that 20 million—20 million— 
middle-class taxpayers are not unfairly 
subjected to the AMT for the next 2 
years. I am also especially encouraged 
that Chairman CONRAD has made a 
point to emphasize the need to go after 
corporate tax shelters and offshore tax 
havens as a way of reducing the tax 
gap. It is simply not fair to ask hard- 
working, middle-class Americans to 
pay their fair share in taxes while we 
allow large corporations to consist-
ently abuse the Tax Code for their own 
profit. I commend Chairman CONRAD 
and the members of the Budget Com-
mittee for their vigilance in this arena. 

Finally, I believe the budget’s def-
icit-neutral reserve fund for tax relief 
provides an excellent mechanism for 
extending several critical tax credits 
and deductions that will expire in com-
ing years in a fiscally responsible way. 
The renewable energy production tax 
credits are an example of that in an 
amendment we just successfully adopt-
ed. 

At the end of the day, in 2012, this 
budget will be balanced. A dramatic re-
versal of our fiscal fortunes will occur 
because of the resolution that is before 
us today. We need a responsible budget 
blueprint for Congress, and we need it 
now. This resolution provides that 
blueprint, and I am proud to stand be-
hind it. I will vote for it. I urge my col-
leagues to also support it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that the majority has 
until 7:25 under a previous order en-
tered into; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the budget resolution 
that Senator CONRAD has so ably put 
together. Working with his colleagues 
on the Budget Committee, Chairman 
CONRAD has brought to us a budget 

that puts America’s priorities first, 
and he has done so in a responsible 
way. 

As I have said many times before, a 
budget is an expression of values: you 
choose what to spend your money on 
and you choose how much of it to 
spend now instead of later. As families 
all across America sit down at the 
kitchen table to create their own fam-
ily budgets, they decide what they 
have to pay for now—the house, the 
car, the electricity, the gas—and then 
how much they can spend on other 
things without going too far into debt. 

Creating a budget for the Federal 
Government is really quite similar in 
many ways: this week the Senate will 
decide what we have to pay for now— 
the war, our veterans, health care, edu-
cation—and then how much we can 
spend on other things without making 
our record-shattering debt situation 
any worse. 

I will take a few moments to describe 
what I think are these key investment 
priorities, and then I will talk for a 
moment about how I think we are ad-
dressing these priorities in a respon-
sible way. 

This budget includes substantial 
funding for many of America’s top pri-
orities, but I will take the time to 
highlight just three: veterans, health 
care, and education. 

The Senate budget resolution allo-
cates $43.1 billion for veterans in fiscal 
year 2008 alone. That is $3.5 billion 
more than President Bush rec-
ommended in his budget request. With 
more and more weary soldiers return-
ing from the wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, with the deplorable conditions in 
Walter Reed waiting for the injured 
when they return, and with ongoing 
issues in States like Illinois where vet-
erans benefits are lacking, supporting 
the troops when it really counts—when 
the checks are being cut—is something 
that we simply must do. This budget 
gets it right. 

This budget also gets it right when it 
comes to paying for health care, both 
here and around the world. 

For health care around the world, 
there is no greater funding need than 
for the fight against global HIV/AIDS. 
In this area, I commend President Bush 
for showing real leadership over the 
course of his, Presidency. But his budg-
et request neglected one of our most 
cost effective tools against this 
plague—the Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. The 
Senate budget resolution includes $940 
million for the Global Fund, an in-
crease of $640 million over the Presi-
dent’s request. Even more is needed, 
but this is a good start. To fight HIV/ 
AIDS or make progress on other crit-
ical health and development chal-
lenges, we must make these necessary 
investments. 

Here at home, the budget resolution 
provides for up to $50 billion for is the 
SCHIP program over 5 years. The Bush 
budget request is $2 billion. It is clear 
that the Bush administration has not 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3594 March 22, 2007 
made affordable health care for our Na-
tion’s neediest children a real priority. 
The Democrats have. 

Since the creation of the SCHIP pro-
gram 10 years ago, more than 6.2 mil-
lion children have been covered by this 
vital program, including over 290,000 
children in my home State of Illinois. 

As the first State to provide health 
insurance to all children, Illinois has 
been a leader in the fight to change the 
course of health care in this country. 
Since 1993, SCHIP and other Federal 
programs have helped make it possible 
for Illinois to provide health insurance 
to more than 313,000 children who 
didn’t have it before. 

How big is the need for better invest-
ments in our children’s health? In a 
study of over 20 developed nations re-
leased last week by UNICEF, the 
United States ranked as one of the 
worst places to be a child. What does 
that say about us as a country and our 
commitment to our children—our fu-
ture? What does it say about this Gov-
ernment’s priorities over the last 6 
years? 

UNICEF looked at six dimensions of 
child well being. Of the five categories 
for which the United States was 
ranked, our country ranked in the bot-
tom third in four categories. In fact, 
we were next to last in the ‘‘family and 
peer relationships’’ and ‘‘behaviors and 
risks’’ categories. And we were dead 
last in ‘‘health and safety.’’ 

We must make the commitment and 
investment in the health and well- 
being of our children to ensure their 
success—not create circumstances that 
make it more difficult for them to real-
ize their potential. I think that this 
budget starts to correct our course, 
providing more investment in our kids 
where it is desperately needed. 

This budget also proves that the 
Democrats in Congress believe that 
there are few better investments in the 
future of this country—in the future of 
our children—than education. The 
budget resolution includes $62.3 billion 
for education in fiscal year 2008. That 
is $6.1 billion more than the Bush re-
quest. We absolutely must make this 
investment now in order to reap the 
benefits in the future. Our kids deserve 
nothing less. 

As we have allocated robust funding 
for our Nation’s top priorities, we have 
done so in a fiscally responsible way. 
Under Chairman CONRAD’s leadership, 
this resolution would take us several 
steps down the road towards fiscal san-
ity after years of endless deficit spend-
ing that placed today’s tax cuts for the 
wealthy on the future credit cards of 
our children. 

First, the resolution would create an 
annual budget surplus by 2012. Since we 
currently find ourselves with more 
debt than the Nation has ever accumu-
lated before—just as the baby boomers 
are getting ready to retire—balancing 
the budget is fundamentally impor-
tant. 

Second, the resolution reduces both 
spending and the debt as a share of 

GDP over the 5-year life of the resolu-
tion. We have a long way to go towards 
paying off our $9 trillion in debt, but 
this is a good start. 

Third, the resolution restores a 
strong pay-go rule that the Repub-
licans had allowed to expire. Congress 
will be able to spend money on critical 
needs if it chooses to, but we will have 
to pay for that spending at the same 
time. Likewise, we will be able to cut 
taxes if we want to, but we will have to 
pay for that as well. 

Fourth, the resolution provides 2 
years of middle-class tax cuts through 
continued relief from the alternative 
minimum tax. Whereas the President’s 
budget called for a huge tax increase 
on the middle class in 2009 by refusing 
to provide AMT relief for more than 1 
year—a decision that would lead to a 
substantial tax increase for 25.7 million 
middle-class Americans—this budget 
extends that relief for another year to 
ensure that the middle class does not 
become ensnared in this tax that was 
meant to ensure the wealthy paid their 
fair share of taxes. 

In total, this budget provides a valu-
able blueprint that should help guide 
the Senate in providing funding for our 
Nation’s priorities while ensuring that 
we do so responsibly. I urge my col-
leagues to support it. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand the time until 8 is relegated to 
us. I ask unanimous consent that the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado be 
given up to 7 minutes and then the rest 
of the time be turned over to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I intend 
to reserve some time for the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
I wanted to make sure I was still in the 
queue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Utah for yielding. I 
appreciate his work and the leadership 
he brings forward here in the Senate 
from the great State of Utah. 

I am going to vote against the budg-
et, and this is the main reason why: It 
raises taxes by $900 billion over 5 years 
and a projected $3.3 trillion over 10 
years. That translates into a tax in-
crease of $2,641 per household annually 
over the next decade. 

It includes 22 reserve funds that 
could be used to raise taxes by hun-
dreds of billions of dollars more. It in-
creases discretionary spending by near-
ly 9 percent in fiscal year 2008, and does 
not terminate one single program. It 
completely ignores the impending tsu-
nami of Social Security, Medicare, and 
Medicaid costs. It encourages rules 
that bias the budget toward tax in-
creases. 

I had an amendment earlier today 
that we voted on which looked at inef-
fective programs as described by the 
Office of Management and Budget. This 
was in response to legislation we 

passed over a decade ago, and we in-
structed the agencies to look at setting 
goals and objectives and then coming 
forward and seeing how they met these. 
OMB looked at these and said there 
were 26 out of over 1,000 programs 
where they didn’t meet those goals. If 
you took these 26 programs, we were 
looking at $88 billion over a 5-year pe-
riod of time. 

I had an amendment that said: Let’s 
give instructions to the appropriators 
to go into these various areas and see 
if we can’t come up with $18 billion of 
reduced spending and programs that 
have been classified by OMB. These are 
civil servants working for the Federal 
Government. They don’t have a polit-
ical agenda, just strictly looking at the 
program objectively. I was dis-
appointed the amendment did not pass. 

Tomorrow I plan on introducing an 
amendment that is going to call for 
reconciliation for a 1-percent elimi-
nation of fraud, waste, and abuse in a 
number of mandated programs which 
does not include—does not include— 
armed services, veterans, and Social 
Security. The purpose is to improve 
the economy, efficiency, and effective-
ness of Federal programs and to reduce 
the Federal debt. 

The other amendment, on the savings 
we voted on earlier this year, was 
money that was directed toward reduc-
ing the Federal debt. This amendment 
tomorrow will instruct the authorizing 
committees to reduce spending by 1 
percent by eliminating waste, fraud, 
and abuse. The amendment reduces 
waste, fraud, and abuse in mandatory 
programs by $13 billion in the first 
budget year, and $71 billion over 5 
years. All of the savings will be used to 
reduce the debt. 

This amendment carries across the 
finish line work that Congress started 
in 2003. In the fiscal year 2004 budget 
resolution, the Congress directed the 
Comptroller General to submit a com-
prehensive report identifying instances 
in which the committees of jurisdic-
tion may make legislative changes to 
improve the economy, the efficiency, 
and effectiveness of Federal programs 
within their jurisdiction. 

In compliance with our request, 
GAO—again staffed by professionals 
who do not carry a political agenda— 
submitted a 300-plus page report chock 
full of specific examples of legislative 
changes with the potential to yield 
budgetary savings. What have we done 
with that 300-page report that we re-
quested? Nothing, absolutely nothing. 

My amendment picks up where we 
left off and encourages the authorizing 
committees to improve the economy 
and the efficiency and effectiveness of 
programs under their jurisdiction. So 
in my effort to eliminate waste and to 
bring about good stewardship of tax-
payer dollars, I ask the Members of 
this body to support it. It is not a par-
tisan issue. Oversight is a key function 
of Congress, and when we set up these 
pieces of legislation to set up reason-
able oversight as Members of the Sen-
ate, we need to be prepared to carry 
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those recommendations forward when 
they come to our attention. I hope this 
amendment will enjoy broad and bipar-
tisan support. Both amendments were 
supported by Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste. I think it is one small 
step we can do to at least bring about 
an effort to reduce fraud, waste, and 
abuse, and these programs have been 
clearly identified by both this par-
ticular amendment, by GAO, and the 
previous amendment by OMB. 

I ask my fellow Senators to join me 
in voting for this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the remaining 
time to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few minutes to talk 
about an amendment I will offer to-
morrow to ensure that as the budget 
debate continues, Congress works to 
protect Medicare beneficiaries’ cov-
erage choices, especially coverage 
choices for those beneficiaries living in 
rural areas and low-income Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

My amendment is simple. It would 
establish a budget-neutral reserve fund 
so that if Congress implements im-
provements to Medicare, Medicaid, or 
CHIP, it may not do so in a way that 
leads to fewer coverage choices for 
Medicare beneficiaries. It also may not 
reduce the benefits of those bene-
ficiaries who are enrolled in Medicare 
Advantage plans. 

Let me give my colleagues a little bit 
of history on the Medicare Advantage 
program which was established by the 
2003 Medicare law. 

Under Medicare Advantage, health 
plans receive a monthly payment to 
provide beneficiaries all of the benefits 
covered by traditional Medicare. 

But Medicare Advantage plans pro-
vide a lot more to beneficiaries. 

Medicare Advantage plans provide a 
range of additional benefits not avail-
able in traditional Medicare—benefits 
such as vision and dental care, physical 
exams, and hearing aids. 

Mdicare Advantage plans also have 
chronic care management programs to 
help beneficiaries with chronic ill-
nesses such as diabetes or congestive 
heart failure better manage their con-
ditions and stay healthy. 

Now, health plans participating in 
Medicare is not a new thing. 

They’ve served Medicare bene-
ficiaries for many years going all the 
way back to the 1970s through pro-
grams authorized by Congress. 

For the most part though, up 
through the late 90s, Medicare health 
plans were largely available only in 
urban areas. 

Going back now for a decade, back to 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, the 
fact that beneficiaries in rural areas 
had few, if any , choices, led Congress 
to take actions to promote plan avail-
ability in those areas. 

Yes, these actions included increas-
ing payment rates to address the fact 
that Medicare payments in urban areas 
were higher—in some cases a lot high-
er—than payments in rural areas. 

I know my home Sate of Utah had 
difficulty keeping Medicare+Choice 
plans in the state primarily because 
payment rates were too low. 

Ironically, many Utahns wanted to 
participate in these plans because they 
were the only ones offering supplement 
benefits such as vision care, preventive 
benefits and prescription drugs to 
Medicare beneficiaries at the time. 

But due to low payments and adverse 
selection, both Medicare+Choice plans 
dropped Utah beneficiaries and as a re-
sult, my constituents had limited 
choices for Medicare coverage until the 
Medicare Modernization Act created 
the Medicare Advantage program. 

So let me show you what beneficiary 
choices look like today. 

The top map shows where plans were 
available in 2003. 

The white space means that only tra-
ditional Medicare was available. 

In 2007, beneficiaries—whether they 
live in an urban area or rural area— 
could chose from different Medicare 
Advantage plans, and all beneficiaries 
have more choices. 

All beneficiaries can now choose a 
Medicare Advantage plan that offers 
them important additional benefits 
and lower out-of-pocket costs. 

Now here is a good example of the 
benefits of Medicare Advantage—all 
beneficiaries may choose a plan that 
has no cost-sharing for breast cancer 
screening. 

We all know the importance of breast 
cancer screening. 

Beneficiaries with diabetes can 
choose a plan that offers them diabetes 
self-management services without any 
cost-sharing. 

On cost sharing, according to CMS, 
millions of beneficiaries can enroll in a 
plan that limits their out-of-pocket 
costs to $1,000 a year. 

For low-income beneficiaries, protec-
tion from high out-of-pocket costs, 
which they don’t have in fee-for-serv-
ice, is a valuable benefit. 

We know that many low income 
beneficiaries rely on their plans for 
this protection. 

According to CMS, 57 percent of 
Medicare Advantage beneficiaries have 
incomes between $10,000 and $30,000 
compared to 46 percent of fee-for-serv-
ice beneficiaries. 

Another area I want to talk about is 
quality. Data from the Medicare Cur-
rent Beneficiary Survey show that 
Medicare Advantage beneficiaries are 
more likely to obtain preventive serv-
ices, including flu and pneumonia shots 
and cancer screenings. 

Surveys also show that beneficiaries 
are satisfied with their plans. 

So let me conclude by urging my col-
leagues to keep in mind the following: 

Beneficiaries across the nation— 
whether they live in a rural state like 
Utah or an urban area like New York 
City—now have more coverage choices. 

These choices offer beneficiaries 
more benefits and lower out-of-pocket 
costs. 

Beneficiaries are satisfied. 

Let’s not forget that it was through 
policy decisions supported by Members 
on both sides of the aisle that helped 
achieve those results, and those re-
sults, in my opinion, are worth pro-
tecting for beneficiaries’ sake. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, today we are debating 
the size and composition of the Federal 
budget for fiscal year 2008. 

This is a critical debate. And it is one 
that future generations will look to in 
order to determine where we went 
wrong or where we went right. Just as 
adherence to a budget can make or 
break a family or small business, so 
too can Congress’s development of and 
adherence to a budget make or break 
our economy. 

Whether it is a family budget, or the 
congressional budget, it must be based 
on an honest assessment of the facts. 
The budget must make reasonable pro-
jections about what money is coming 
in and what money is going out. 

A budget must face hard facts, not 
hide from them. 

When I hear from my constituents in 
Utah, they talk about the need for tax 
cuts that benefit families and small 
businesses. 

They talk about fixing Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. 

The 2006 annual reports for those pro-
grams showed their unfunded liabilities 
to be $84 trillion in today’s dollars. 
That was up $7 trillion over the pre-
vious year. 

With 77 million baby boomers about 
to retire, this is a serious problem. 

We need a budget that is serious 
about the challenges we face, the reve-
nues we can anticipate, and the expec-
tations of the American people. 

We need a budget that swings for the 
fences, but this budget is playing small 
ball. 

It is big spending, without any big 
ideas, and the result will be big tax 
hikes on the American people. 

After reviewing the bill before us 
today, I must candidly admit this 
budget falls short of realistic spending 
and revenue projections. You could 
even go so far as to say it’s filled with 
deception and fantasy. 

Simply put, this budget is not hon-
est. It spends more than is brought in. 
And a lot of the revenues it projects 
are not really there. 

If my constituents in Utah budgeted 
like this, they would have a serious 
problem making ends meet. 

The proponents of this budget claim 
that it is the cure to everything that 
ails us. 

But Americans know snake-oil when 
they see it. 

This miracle cure will lead to one of 
two maladies—over time, it will great-
ly increase the deficit or it will require 
massive tax increases. 

Consideration of this budget would 
not be possible without the good for-
tune of our booming economy. Per-
versely, however, this budget provides 
a recipe for destroying the extraor-
dinary growth created by this econ-
omy. 
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I don’t believe it is an exaggeration 

to say—the economy is booming and 
revenues are up. In fact, revenues are 
up substantially. 

They are up because of sound fiscal 
policy. 

They are up because of progrowth tax 
cuts that have increased productivity 
and wages. 

It is easy to forget and sometimes 
our memories are short. But, in the au-
tumn of 2001, our economy was in 
shambles. 

We were hit with a one-two punch, 
and we were down on the mat. 

The booming economy of the late 
1990s went bust. When the dot-com bub-
ble burst, billions of dollars in equity 
were lost, and millions of people began 
looking for work. 

And then in the midst of that reces-
sion, our Nation was attacked. 

It was not a foregone conclusion that 
a nation at war, already suffering a 
considerable economic downturn, 
would emerge with its head held high 
and an economy on the rebound. 

But we did. 
And we did so because President 

Bush and Congress held strong in push-
ing through tax cuts and stimulus tax 
incentive bills that have benefited each 
and every American. 

I know that some of my colleagues 
want to maintain the illusion that our 
economy is two-tiered; they say that it 
is great for the rich who are making 
out like bandits, and terrible for every-
one else. And the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts 
have the lead roles in this melodrama. 

However, the numbers tell a much 
different story. 

Americans are paying taxes—a lot of 
taxes. 

Between 2004 and 2006, we saw an in-
flation-adjusted 20 percent tax revenue 
increase. This was the largest 2-year 
revenue increase since 1965. 

Tax revenues, at 18.4 percent of gross 
domestic product, are above the 20, 40, 
and even 60 year historical averages. 
That is not enough for Democrats, 
however, who want to soak the rich, 
but will wind up drenching the middle 
class. 

The real devil to them is the tax cut 
for capital gains and dividends. 

Supposedly, these capital gains and 
dividends tax cuts were skewed toward 
the rich. 

These class warriors need to take a 
vacation in the reality-based commu-
nity. 

Here’s the real deal. 
First off, stock ownership is not 

something just for the wealthy. 
Sometimes I think that my col-

leagues are using talking points writ-
ten in 1933. 

Today, stock ownership is for the 
middle class. 

When you turn on college basketball 
this weekend, you will see commercials 
enticing people to hire companies to 
manage their stock portfolios. 

They are not being marketed to mon-
ocle-wearing, sports car driving, pluto-
crats. 

They are not being marketed on 
‘‘Masterpiece Theatre.’’ 

They are being marketed to average 
families. You will see people at work, 
people making burgers on the backyard 
grill, and people with families living in 
the suburbs buying stocks and bonds, 
generating capital gains and dividends 
to save for their children’s college edu-
cations. 

It is not just folks in affluent areas 
of the country who benefit from lower 
capital gains rates. 

A policeman in Salt Lake City, a 
lineman at an auto plant in Michigan 
or a schoolteacher in California—all 
have pensions that are invested in the 
stock market. 

And they all benefit from capital 
freed by these tax cuts. 

In 2003, our capital gains tax rates 
were set at 20 percent and 10 percent. 

Congress reduced these rates to 15 
percent and 5 percent. 

And what were the revenue esti-
mates? 

The Congressional Budget Office ex-
pected that revenues would expand 
somewhat—from $50 billion to $68 bil-
lion. 

It turns out CBO was a bit off. 
Capital gains revenues doubled. 
Let me repeat that. 
Capital gains receipts jumped from 

$50 billion to $103 billion. 
So here is the final take on these tax 

cuts: They turbocharged the economy. 
They created jobs. Good jobs. They 
have led to increased revenues. And 
they will continue to do so, as long as 
we do not choke them off with the tax 
increases contemplated by this budget. 

But this budget is a recipe for 
undoing our economic expansion and 
growth. 

Some people have characterized this 
budget as smoke and mirrors. 

That is too generous. 
Smoke and mirrors suggests that the 

supporters of this budget are at least 
embarrassed about its future implica-
tions. 

It suggests that they are trying to 
pull the wool over the eyes of hard-
working Americans. 

But there is no subtext to this budg-
et. It is not an esoteric document. The 
tax and spend message is right there on 
the surface. 

It is not exactly the same as Demo-
cratic presidential candidate Walter 
Mondale going to San Francisco and 
gleefully promising to raise our taxes. 

But it comes close. 
It certainly looks like we are going 

to get another dose of this San Fran-
cisco treat from the Democratic major-
ity. I guess some things never change. 

This is a big spending budget. 
And it is a big taxing budget. 
Tax and spend. 
Where have we heard that before? 
Make no mistake about it. 
The fact that the Senate adopted 

Senate amendment No. 492, sponsored 
by the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator Baucus, does not 
change the character of this budget. 

It was an important amendment. But 
in the end, by omission it actually em-
phasized the high taxing assumptions 
embedded in this budget. 

It did nothing to help alleviate the 
substantial tax hikes that most middle 
class Americans will face under this 
budget. 

It did nothing to protect the capital 
gains rates that are so critical for re-
tirement savings and continued eco-
nomic growth. 

I know that the criticism of this 
budget as more tax and spend politics 
must have bothered some of my col-
leagues because it prompted them to 
offer and vote for this amendment. 

Just a few months ago, many of us 
were campaigning on a promise of fis-
cal responsibility. 

Promises, promises. 
The authors of this budget seemed to 

have lost their appetite for fiscal re-
sponsibility the minute they stepped 
off the campaign bus. 

And so here they are reverting to in-
stinct. 

Next year, the Senate appropriators 
will be able to spend $16 billion more 
than the President recommended. And 
over 5 years, that number grows to $146 
billion. 

We are going to see discretionary 
spending rise to 4.2 percent—higher 
than the inflation rate. And trust me. 
They will spend every penny. 

We are about to get some sense of 
Democratic fiscal discipline, when the 
House of Representatives takes up the 
national security supplemental spend-
ing bill. 

Among the national security prior-
ities in that bill will be: $25 million 
going to spinach growers. $74 million 
going to peanut storage. 

And the list goes on and on. 
All told, the House supplemental ap-

propriations bill will be larded up with 
$21 billion in spending unrelated to na-
tional security. 

This is certainly an unusual way to 
go about fiscal responsibility and tak-
ing care of our troops. 

And it is just a taste of things to 
come. 

The increases in spending con-
templated in this budget might all be 
great news for civil engineers in West 
Virginia. But for future generations 
who will have to pay the bill associated 
with this budget, it is not great news. 

Now, concerning the AMT. This 
budget also gives us a 2-year AMT 
patch. 

Earlier this year, a number of my 
Democratic colleagues criticized the 
President for failing to provide a per-
manent solution to the AMT. Yet this 
budget does nothing to fix the under-
lying problem. 

As inadequate as this fix is, there is 
a more nagging question. How are we 
going to pay for all of this? 

Do you remember that campaign 
promise? 

A Democratic Congress will restore 
fiscal responsibility by restoring pay- 
go. It will require offsets for any new 
spending or tax cuts. 
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OK. So where are those offsets com-

ing from? 
Here is where this budget leaves the 

land of wishful thinking and enters the 
realm of unfortunate delusion. 

We are going to pay for it with— 
drumroll please—the tax gap. Yes, the 
magical, wonderful, tax gap. The dif-
ference between the amount of money 
collected by the Government and the 
amount of money owed. The solution 
to all of life’s problems. 

To balance this budget, there is an 
assumption of 3 percent more revenue 
over 5 years than the President as-
sumed. And where is that revenue com-
ing from? 

The tax gap! Of course! Why didn’t 
we think of that? 

You see, this budget does not contain 
even $1 of mandatory savings. Yet we 
are going to provide AMT relief, and we 
are going to increase Federal spending. 

And we will pay for it by closing 
some tax loopholes and putting an IRS 
agent in every small business in the 
country to make certain that not one 
dime of potential revenue goes uncol-
lected. 

Some people have called the tax gap 
the pot of gold at the end of the rain-
bow. Well, it is a pot at least. 

Here is our best estimate—in 2001 the 
net tax gap was about $290 billion. Over 
5 years, the tax gap is $2 trillion. 
Wouldn’t that be nice? The tax gap is 
the deus ex machina that will come in 
and save this budget mess. 

But everyone admits those are very 
unreliable numbers. Could we be doing 
better when it comes to collecting 
taxes? Certainly. We should be col-
lecting more revenue. 

But what is a realistic estimate? 
Our tax collection system, imperfect 

as it is, already is the envy of the rest 
of the world. 

So what is a reasonable estimate of 
how much we can expect from the tax 
gap? 

The President proposed in his budget 
16 different options for closing the tax 
gap. And they would raise $29 billion 
over 10 years. 

That’s it. And not one person in this 
body seriously believes that we can col-
lect anything near the amount needed 
to balance this budget. 

So we have a $110 billion AMT fix. 
Fifty billion dollars of this falls in the 
first year. I cannot even conceive of a 
tax gap revenue offset that would cover 
$50 billion in 1 year, unless Congress 
raises the tax rates. 

We have $146 billion more in spending 
over 5 years. We have no reductions in 
spending. And the tax gap is not paying 
for it. So who is? Let me be absolutely 
clear. You will be paying for it. I will 
be paying for it. We all will be paying 
for it. Each and every American is 
going to pay for this budget. We are 
going to pay for it through higher 
taxes. We are going to pay for it by 
working more hours for less money. 
And ultimately, we will pay for it as 
economic growth and productivity sag 
under increased spending, higher taxes, 
and declining economic growth. 

There is only one way for this budget 
to work. It has to assume that we will 
not extend the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts. 

Make no mistake about it. This 
means a tax increase on every middle 
class American. 

This plan will not just kill the goose 
laying the golden eggs. It is going to 
wring its neck, stamp on it, and throw 
its limp lifeless body in the river. 

If we in Congress do eventually get 
our act together and balance the Fed-
eral budget over the next few years, it 
will be despite this budget, not because 
of this budget. It will be because our 
economy continues to grow. Because of 
sound fiscal policy, because of the tax 
cuts, because businesses will continue 
to open, jobs will continue to be cre-
ated, and tax revenue will continue to 
go up. 

We have seen this pattern repeated 
decade after decade in this country. 

Unfortunately, this budget relies on 
assumptions that have proven to be 
false time after time. It assumes that 
we will balance the Federal budget 
through massive tax increase. It sets 
aside no room to extend the 2001 and 
2003 tax cuts. 

In President Clinton’s first term, he 
raised taxes by $241 billion. That was 
quite an achievement. 

For those of you who have forgotten, 
and I know that my constituents in 
Utah definitely have not, it was the 
single biggest tax increase in American 
history. 

And 1 year later the party respon-
sible for this fiscal lunacy was tossed 
unceremoniously out of Congress. 

Yet this Congress is set to run circles 
around President Clinton. 

This budget assumes a $916 billion 
tax hike over 5 years. That is real 
money. And I imagine it will be unac-
ceptable to many of my colleagues. 
This is fiscal irresponsibility of the 
highest magnitude. We need to be 
straight with the American people. 

I know that the majority is in a bit 
of a jam. In some ways, I feel sorry for 
them. They promised to fix AMT. They 
made promises to special interest 
groups to hike spending. They made 
promises about fiscal responsibility 
and budget balancing. 

And what did they say about taxes? 
You could hear crickets chirping when 
that subject came up. And today they 
are still sitting awkwardly, avoiding 
the obvious. Yet it is ordinary Ameri-
cans who are going to be left holding 
the bag. 

This budget is writing checks that 
the majority cannot cash without ask-
ing the American people to pay higher 
taxes. The most offensive part of this 
plan is that they know it, and are just 
hoping to skate by. 

Call it what you want—a caper, a 
swindle, fiddling while Rome is burn-
ing, Wizard of Oz budget, robbing Peter 
to pay Paul. The fact is, this budget is 
a boondoggle. The people of Utah de-
serve better, future generations de-
serve better, and the American people 
deserve better. 

While I am here, I would like to ex-
press my support for the Sessions 
amendment No. 473, which would 
refocus alternative minimum tax relief 
toward families. 

Unlike the situation we had a few 
years ago when a majority of this body 
supported the alternative minimum 
tax, I doubt if we could now find a sin-
gle member of the Senate who supports 
the AMT as it currently exists. In fact, 
this insidious tax has so encroached 
upon our tax system, and threatens to 
do so much more damage to the Amer-
ican taxpayer, that I would be sur-
prised if we could find even one Sen-
ator who would not support total re-
peal or major reform of this flawed tax. 

Despite widespread contempt for the 
alternative minimum tax, it is clear 
that the AMT already has gotten a 
vice-like grip on our fiscal system. Un-
fortunately, we are already so reliant 
on the massive revenue the AMT gen-
erates and is expected to bring in over 
the next few years, that making major 
changes to this tax seems out of reach, 
absent major tax reform. 

Therefore, recent budgets considered 
by the Senate have included provision 
for legislation only to help mitigate 
the effect of the AMT on most Amer-
ican taxpayers, and not to repeal it. 
This lessening effect has been brought 
about by temporary laws that raised 
the thresholds of the tax for 1 year in 
order to limit the reach of the alter-
native minimum tax on middle class 
taxpayers. 

For example, the so-called ‘‘AMT 
patch’’ that is in effect for calendar 
year 2006 raised the threshold for mar-
ried taxpayers filing joint returns to 
$62,550 from $45,000. The thresholds for 
taxpayers in other filing brackets were 
also increased accordingly, but again 
for only 1 year. 

According to the staff of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation, the 2006 AMT 
patch has kept the AMT at bay for 
nearly 20 million taxpayers. However, 
this relief ran out at the end of 2006. 
For the current tax year, we now need 
to pass legislation to hold off the alter-
native minimum tax for millions of 
middle-class taxpayers. 

While the budget resolution before us 
ostensibly provides for a 2-year AMT 
patch, the details are fuzzy about how 
we will pay for this relief. For now, 
however, I will set aside my concerns 
about that issue and focus on another 
important one, and that is the issue 
brought up by the amendment of the 
Senator from Alabama. 

The Sessions amendment would 
change the focus of how we approach 
relief from the alternative minimum 
tax. I strongly support this change, for 
if we cannot repeal the AMT imme-
diately, our relief efforts should be fo-
cused first on the most egregious 
causes of alternative minimum tax li-
ability. 

Tax liability under the AMT can 
arise for a number of different reasons. 
However, one of the most common rea-
sons why taxpayers find themselves 
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subject to AMT is because they have 
children. As hard as it might be to be-
lieve, dependency exemptions are not 
allowed against the alternative min-
imum tax. 

Another leading cause of taxpayers 
being thrown in to the alternative min-
imum tax is the fact that State and 
local taxes are not deductible under 
the AMT. There seems to be a common 
misconception that the State and local 
tax deduction problem is the biggest 
factor in determining AMT liability. 

In fact, according to the staff of the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, more 
taxpayers face the ravages of the AMT 
because of their personal exemptions 
being denied than for any other reason. 
JCT projects that for 2007, absent re-
lief, more than 23 million tax returns 
will be thrown into AMT because of the 
personal exemption preference, where 
less than 20 million will be hit by AMT 
because of State and local taxes. In 
subsequent years, the difference is even 
more pronounced. 

The Sessions amendment is a simple 
one. It essentially says that since we 
do not have the resources to repeal the 
AMT all at once, we should prioritize 
our relief by first fixing the problem 
that causes families with children to 
face the alternative minimum tax be-
fore we attack other problems, such as 
the one caused by the lack of deduct-
ibility of State and local taxes. 

Many families in my home State of 
Utah find themselves increasingly at 
risk of the alternative minimum tax. 
In fact, unless we act soon, an increas-
ingly high percentage of married fami-
lies with children—not just in Utah, 
but all over the Nation—will find 
themselves in the clutches of the AMT. 

And many of these are not high in-
come families. Seventy-one percent of 
all married taxpayers with children 
earning between $75,000 and $100,000 
will be AMT taxpayers this year, in the 
absence of relief. For those families 
with children making between $100,000 
and $200,000, the amount is 97 percent. 
The rate of AMT paying for single tax-
payers is much lower, only 9 percent 
for those making between $75,000 and 
$100,000, and 36 percent for those mak-
ing between $100,000 and $200,000. 

Although I am the first to agree that 
we should repeal the entire alternative 
minimum tax, that is probably not pos-
sible this year. Given that we must 
choose partial relief, it makes sense to 
me that we should first give the relief 
to families with children. Let’s first re-
move the personal exemption as an 
AMT tax preference item. This amend-
ment is profamily, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 551 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise tonight to speak about an amend-
ment that I will be modifying, amend-
ment No. 551, that will increase fund-
ing for renewable energy development 
in this country. This amendment is off-

set. It is intended to provide funds for 
three areas of renewables that have the 
potential, I believe, to do great benefit 
for this Nation’s electrical power gen-
eration, all without generating any 
greenhouse gases or having any nega-
tive environmental consequences. 

My colleague, Senator STEVENS, and 
I are seeking to raise funding for geo-
thermal power, for ocean energy, and 
for small hydroelectric development. 

I first wish to say I understand this 
budget resolution does raise funding 
for renewables and energy efficiency, 
and I applaud that effort, even though 
it falls somewhat short of the levels of 
funding we were hoping for when we 
passed the Energy Policy Act of 2005 a 
couple years ago. 

But I fear the budget shortchanges 
three areas of great potential energy, 
and that is, again, the area of geo-
thermal, ocean energy, and small hy-
droelectric development. By this 
amendment, I wish to make a clear 
statement that this Senator wants to 
see money not just restored but in-
creased for geothermal energy research 
and development and funding provided 
for research and development of all 
forms of ocean energy—current, tidal, 
wave projects—and also for the small 
hydroelectric developments, those that 
do not involve the damming of major 
river systems but instead use water 
from lake taps, creeks, or from run-of- 
river projects to generate the power. 

We know that renewable energy is 
certainly growing in popularity and en-
dorsements, and I very strongly sup-
port funneling additional Federal funds 
for research and development into the 
areas of wind, solar, biomass, coalbed 
methane, landfill gas, and all the other 
types of renewable energy projects we 
authorized in the Energy Policy Act of 
2005. 

But we largely have not done as well 
with geothermal funding and certainly 
have done far less to promote ocean 
and small hydroenergy developments. 

On the geothermal issue, funding in 
recent years has dipped precipitously. 
This year, the Department of Energy is 
proposing no funding for geothermal. 
Last week, they did agree to effec-
tively make a total of $5 million of new 
money available to study one possible 
area of geothermal, and this is in the 
area of heat mining, but this is just for 
the remainder of this fiscal year. After 
that, there is no funding. 

This cut in funding, this zeroing out 
comes as MIT has released a report on 
the ‘‘Future for Geothermal Energy.’’ 
That report suggests enhanced geo-
thermal system technology could pro-
vide 100,000 megawatts of baseload 
power, all without greenhouse gas 
emissions by 2050 if the Government in-
creases its research commitment to re-
source characterization and assess-
ment. 

The cut in funding also comes just as 
the Department of Energy has had a 
major success in proving the ability to 
convert low-temperature geothermal 
resources—this is subsurface water 

that is far below the boiling point, per-
haps as low in temperature as 160 de-
grees—to power generation. This suc-
cess in using new types of heat ex-
changes to drive power generation 
came about and was perfected in Alas-
ka. 

We have a location, Chena Hot 
Springs Resort, outside Fairbanks. The 
owner, Bernie Karl, has been dogged in 
his approach to making this happen, to 
defy the critics and the odds stacked 
against him to install the first low- 
temperature generation working proc-
ess. This project has won accolades and 
engineering awards in the past year. 

Mr. Karl did what everybody said he 
couldn’t do. Some in the Energy De-
partment seem to feel this project per-
haps is not representative of anything 
other than this nice minor energy 
project in Alaska. But they don’t seem 
to recognize that about 70 percent of 
the villages in Alaska and in many 
small towns in the American West all 
lie above potentially similar low water, 
shallow ground geothermal resources. 
They are sitting right on top of the re-
source. So in a State such as Alaska, 
where electricity can cost 80 cents per 
kilowatt hour generated by diesel 
fuel—this is how most of my villages 
are getting their fuel now—geothermal 
power at an operating cost of perhaps 
one-sixth to one-eighth of that amount 
is potentially a godsend. But there is 
no money in the budget to fund any-
thing to support the geothermal en-
ergy. 

There is also nothing to encourage 
traditional geothermal assessment and 
production, which has proven its worth 
in States from Nevada and California 
to the Intermountain West. 

By specifically adding money to this 
budget and specifically saying that this 
addition is intended to provide an addi-
tional $50 million to geothermal for 
this year, it increases greatly the 
chances that appropriators later this 
year will not only restore but perhaps 
boost funding for geothermal energy. 

On the ocean energy front, the Elec-
tric Power Research Institute esti-
mates that this country has the poten-
tial from wave power to generate 2,100 
terawatt hours of power, and if we were 
to capture 15 percent of that power, it 
would equal all of the hydroelectric 
generation in this country today. 

We know that in a State such as 
Alaska, where we are surrounded lit-
erally on three sides by water, ocean 
energy is a huge potential source of 
power. But it is also an enormous 
source of power along the east coast, if 
we perfected devices to capture it so we 
have the economies of scale that make 
this power truly economic. Look at the 
west coast with California. We have the 
potential for so much with ocean en-
ergy. 

Ocean energy is clean. It has no air 
emissions, minimal visual impacts, and 
it could provide plentiful power for ev-
erything from freshwater desalination 
to hydrogen production. It could help 
economic development by providing a 
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cheaper, more plentiful supply of power 
in so many areas across this country. 

So my amendment is intended to pro-
vide $50 million of funding for ocean 
energy research in fiscal year 2008. It 
would be a powerful statement that 
Congress supports this form of clean 
renewable energy. 

A final component of the amendment 
seeks to encourage a $25 million ex-
penditure for small hydro development. 
Again, this is not damming rivers to 
produce electricity but tapping non- 
fish-bearing lakes or diverting water 
from creeks to fuel smaller hydro 
units. These projects have little or no 
environmental impact on wildlife but 
can produce large amounts of green-
house-gas-free energy. But the minimal 
grant and research assistance to con-
tinually improve the turbines will be 
quite beneficial. 

In Alaska, we have over 100,000 rivers 
and large creeks. So we are a location, 
again, where small hydro can supply a 
large share of our future electrical 
needs, as it has done without environ-
mental consequences for about 100 
years, especially if we have this addi-
tional Federal assistance. 

I come to the floor tonight to encour-
age adoption of an amendment that 
will help to encourage additional fund-
ing for renewable energy for those, I 
believe, neglected areas of the renew-
able energy portfolio. 

I mentioned the amendment is fully 
offset. The $125 million total comes 
from the function 920 portion of the 
budget, miscellaneous allowances por-
tion of our budget. 

I will not belabor this further except 
to encourage my colleagues to support 
this amendment as a way of sending a 
clear signal that we support additional 
funding for renewable energy and for a 
wider portfolio of renewable energy 
projects. We don’t want to repeat the 
mistakes of the past, where we limit 
support to a few technologies so that 
we in Congress essentially pick the 
winners and the losers. By adding addi-
tional research and development assist-
ance for geothermal, ocean energy, and 
small hydro, we can increase the possi-
bilities that will allow these renew-
ables to blossom. This comes at a mod-
est impact on the budget, but I believe 
it could pay a huge benefit for our en-
ergy production in the future. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

rise to discuss two amendments that I 
have offered. The first would enable 
our Nation to better support our mili-
tary and our veterans. 

On September 11, 2001, our Nation 
was attacked by radical Islamist ter-
rorists and the long war began. It is a 
war different than any we have fought 
before because of the willingness of our 
enemies to attack innocent Americans 
at home by killing themselves. Some-
one else has said they hate us more 
than they love their own lives. But it is 
also a war that is similar to other long 

wars we have fought throughout Amer-
ican history in which we were pitted 
against a great evil, an evil that 
threatened not just the security of our 
society but the ideals and values that 
form the bedrock of our way of life. 

In the Civil War, we fought against 
the evil of slavery. In World War II, we 
fought against the evil of fascism. In 
the Cold War, we fought against the 
evil of communism, and today we are 
fighting a world war against the evil of 
Islamist terrorism. 

In each of these past struggles, our 
Nation fully mobilized. We rallied as 
only a free people are capable of doing. 
Millions and millions of citizens bound 
together, shoulder to shoulder in de-
fense of our freedom, with a shared 
sense of service, sacrifice, and support 
of our troops. Our sacrifices went far 
beyond the battlefield, they suffused 
our society. In each of these past strug-
gles I have mentioned, those Ameri-
cans who were not asked to put on a 
uniform nonetheless shared in the bur-
dens imposed by war. That is how de-
mocracies should go to war. 

Today, we find ourselves engaged in 
another global struggle for freedom, a 
struggle that stretches from the moun-
tains of Afghanistan to the streets of 
Baghdad, from the jungles of Southeast 
Asia to the deserts of Somalia, and 
from the nightclubs of Bali to the sub-
ways of London. The fact is that 
though our military is fully engaged in 
this war, most of the rest of America is 
not. 

Five years after September 11, very 
little has been asked of most of the 
American people. Instead of mobilizing 
as a nation, the burden of this war has 
fallen disproportionately on the few, on 
our soldiers, our brave men and women 
in uniform. They are the ones who have 
put their lives on the line so that free-
dom may prevail. In this Chamber and 
across our land, there have been great 
differences of opinion about how we 
should pursue the war in Iraq, but 
there has been great unity of opinion 
that our troops there should be hon-
ored. We must support them. 

That has become a common banner 
under which all of us have rallied time 
and again. We support our troops. We 
say it on the floor of this Chamber al-
most every day. We support our troops. 
We say it on television and radio. We 
support our troops. We put it on the 
bumpers of our cars. We support our 
troops. But I ask my colleagues, can we 
honestly say we really have done all we 
can and should to support our troops? I 
think the answer is clear: No, we can’t. 
We have not. 

Look at the facts. Our Army and Ma-
rine Corps are stretched to the break-
ing point, short on personnel, training, 
and equipment. Our Navy has fallen 
dangerously below 300 ships. Our Air 
Force is forced to cut 57,000 people in 
uniform in the next 5 years. Everybody 
in this Chamber knows—and all Ameri-
cans know, too—about the terrible con-
ditions of Walter Reed’s Building 18 
and the larger crisis in health care for 

our soldiers and our veterans lurking 
just beneath it. No one can possibly 
look at our troops and our veterans 
today and feel satisfied that we are 
doing all we should to support them. 

I know some say these problems are 
only temporary, that once we leave 
Iraq, everything is going to be fine for 
our troops and our military. But this 
war is not just about Iraq; it is a global 
conflict with Islamist extremists who 
have declared war on most of the rest 
of the world. Even if the war in Iraq 
ended tomorrow and all our troops 
could magically be withdrawn, tens of 
thousands of our soldiers will still be 
needed in Afghanistan, throughout the 
Middle East, in the Balkans, in the 
Horn of Africa, and everywhere else 
freedom is being challenged. Even if 
the war in Iraq ended tomorrow, our 
military would still be twice as busy as 
it was during the Cold War, con-
fronting the inhumane and brutal 
threat of radical Islam and guarding 
against the rise of a hostile superpower 
elsewhere in the world. 

Let me put the matter I am dis-
cussing in the context of American his-
tory, the history of America at war, 
and the extent to which our Govern-
ment has mobilized and our people 
have shared the sacrifice. 

During the Second World War, our 
Government raised taxes, and we spent 
as much as 30 percent of our gross do-
mestic product to defeat fascism and 
nazism. During the war in Korea, we 
raised taxes again and spent 14 percent 
of our GDP on our military. During 
Vietnam, we raised taxes—again be-
cause we needed to—and we spent 9 
percent of our GDP on the military. 
Today, in the midst of a war against a 
brutal and unconventional enemy, in a 
dangerous world, we have cut taxes and 
are spending less than 5 percent of our 
gross domestic product to support our 
military. 

We need to confront the reality that 
the defense of freedom is not cheap. 
Our soldiers know that, their families 
know that, but we as a society don’t 
seem to know that. We are failing to 
pay the full price which it is our obli-
gation as citizens of this great democ-
racy to pay to protect our security and 
our liberty. In contrast to past wars, 
we are failing as a society to share in 
shouldering the cost of this war 
against Islamist extremists. 

In his 1942 State of the Union Ad-
dress, just a few weeks after the deadly 
surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt spoke to our 
Nation about the sacrifice demanded of 
a democracy that is sending its bravest 
into harm’s way to defend our way of 
life, and I quote: ‘‘War costs money,’’ 
President Roosevelt said. ‘‘That means 
taxes and bonds and bonds and taxes. 
In a word, it means an all-out war by 
individual effort and family effort in a 
united country.’’ 

We have a responsibility in this Con-
gress in our time to give our troops the 
support they need in the world war we 
are engaged in against the terrorists 
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who attacked us on September 11—and 
attempt to do so again—and that 
means, and I quote Roosevelt again, 
‘‘an all-out war by individual effort and 
family effort in a united country.’’ 

Every American has a responsibility 
to share in the burden our soldiers are 
now carrying in defense of our freedom. 
We simply must pay the cost of this 
war more adequately and equitably 
than we are today. It is not an accept-
able answer to push the sacrifice of 
this war against terrorism onto our 
children and grandchildren through 
deficit spending, as we have been doing. 
It is not an acceptable answer to pay 
the cost of this war by squeezing some 
important domestic programs, as we 
have been doing. It is a false choice, I 
would argue, to suggest we must skimp 
at home in order to protect our secu-
rity abroad. We are a great nation, a 
great economy, and we are capable of 
doing both. That was the America of 
Franklin Roosevelt, the America of 
Harry Truman, the America of John F. 
Kennedy, and the America of Ronald 
Reagan, and that must be the America 
of today. 

Of course everyone in this Chamber 
supports our troops. Now it is time to 
translate that support into national 
policy. It is time to put our money 
where our mouth is. That is why I filed 
an amendment to enact a support-our- 
troops tax to help pay for the war 
against radical Islam. Because we are 
each threatened by this inhumane 
enemy, each of us should contribute a 
little more to guarantee its defeat and 
our survival. 

The support-our-troops tax I have in-
troduced and envision would be a pro-
gressive increase for all Americans who 
pay income taxes. The revenues from 
this tax would only be able to be spent 
for our troops and the care of our vet-
erans and must be on top of any other 
funds that would otherwise have been 
appropriated for them. 

My amendment today and the tax in-
crease it proposes will not weaken our 
resilient economy, it will not deprive 
the American people of the many com-
forts they enjoy, but it will begin to re-
store a sense of shared service and sac-
rifice to our people and a sense of fiscal 
responsibility to our Government. It 
will begin to provide all that is re-
quired by our military to achieve vic-
tory in the long war in which we are 
engaged. 

We all prefer lower taxes, but we live 
in a time in history that requires more 
than what we prefer—a moment when 
we must appreciate what kind of Na-
tion we are, the blessings of liberty we 
enjoy, and we must understand what 
we must do together to preserve the se-
curity and freedom we cherish. 

I have decided not to ask for a vote 
on this amendment tomorrow. In fact, 
I would say that I filed it as a plea, as 
an opening argument to my colleagues 
to join together in doing what is right 
and necessary to give our troops and 
veterans the support they deserve. My 
purpose is to begin a legislative effort 

that I hope will ultimately succeed in 
securing the additional revenues our 
troops and our veterans need. 

We will not solve this problem today, 
but we cannot afford to put it off much 
longer. It is imperative that this Con-
gress address the need for a genuine na-
tional mobilization, a sharing of sac-
rifice in order to prevail in the long 
war we are fighting. Let us truly put 
meaning in the declaration that we, 
each and every American, support our 
troops as they put their lives at risk 
for us. 

I also will offer a second amendment 
I have introduced, and this one I have 
done with Senator COLLINS, the rank-
ing member of our Homeland Security 
Committee. It would strengthen tar-
geted areas of our homeland security 
effort. In this case, I will call up this 
amendment at the appropriate time 
and hope it is accepted by unanimous 
consent with the support of the chair-
man and ranking member of the Budg-
et Committee. Let me take just a mo-
ment to explain what it does. 

The administration’s budget proposal 
for fiscal year 2008 underfunds critical 
homeland security priorities, and while 
the committee resolution currently be-
fore the Senate is a major improve-
ment over the President’s request and 
returns key homeland security pro-
grams to their fiscal year 2007 funding 
levels—understand I am saying returns 
these programs to the levels they are 
funded at now, not increases them—I 
believe it still must be strengthened in 
two critical areas. 

This amendment I have introduced 
with Senator COLLINS would add an 
extra $731 million to this budget reso-
lution for two specific grant programs. 

First, it would direct $400 million for 
grants to improve the capabilities of 
first responders to communicate with 
one another across jurisdictional and 
geographic lines. The remaining $331 
million would go toward the Emer-
gency Management Performance 
Grants Program that helps emergency 
managers throughout our country plan 
and prepare for disaster. We propose to 
pay for these investments with an 
across-the-board budget cut to admin-
istrative accounts, thereby adding 
nothing to the budget deficit. 

More, not less, must be done to 
strengthen an all-hazards approach to 
homeland security to ensure we are 
prepared to respond to terrorist at-
tacks like 9/11 as well as natural disas-
ters like Katrina. 

Last week, in passing S. 4, the Im-
proving America’s Security Act, the 
Senate voted to authorize a $3.3 billion 
interoperability grant program over 5 
years, beginning with $400 million in 
fiscal year 2008, next year. This amend-
ment that Senator COLLINS and I are 
introducing would keep that promise 
by enabling the appropriation of that 
$400 million for the advancement of a 
system by which our first responders 
can communicate with each other with 
certainty in a time of disaster. 

Similarly, the Senate, in S. 4, last 
week substantially increased funding 

for the Emergency Management Per-
formance Grants Program to help en-
sure that our States and localities are 
prepared for all hazards. I ask my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan 
amendment so we can fulfill the prom-
ise we made to our first responders and 
emergency planners when we passed S. 
4 last week. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
strengthens targeted areas of our 
homeland security effort which were 
neglected by the budget proposal from 
the White House. And while the com-
mittee resolution currently on the 
floor is a major improvement over the 
President’s inadequate request, and re-
turns key programs to their fiscal year 
2007 funding levels, I believe that it 
still must be strengthened in this crit-
ical area. My amendment would add an 
extra $731 million to this budget reso-
lution for two specific grant programs 
for first responders and emergency 
managers that will help them plan, 
train, exercise, prepare for, and re-
spond to catastrophic events. I propose 
to pay for these new investments with 
an across-the-board budget cut to ad-
ministrative accounts, thereby adding 
nothing to the Federal deficit. 

Mr. President, September 11, 2001 
changed our lives forever. We face new 
threats and must prepare accordingly. 
But the administration’s budget pro-
posal indicates it has turned its back 
on the lessons of September 11, 2001. 
And the Federal response to Hurricane 
Katrina and the subsequent mis-
managed recovery proved for all to see 
that we are still a nation unprepared 
for catastrophe. More, not less, must 
be done to strengthen an all-hazards 
approach to ensure that we are pre-
pared to respond to terrorist attacks as 
well as natural disasters. The Presi-
dent’s budget request does not reflect 
that imperative, which is why I pro-
posed to the Budget Committee chair-
man and ranking member an additional 
$3.4 billion above the President’s pro-
posal. 

Given the financial limitations be-
fore us, however, I have decided to offer 
this scaled-down amendment. Of the 
$731 million in additional spending I 
am proposing, $400 million would be for 
grants to improve the capabilities of 
first responders to communicate with 
one another across jurisdictional and 
geographic lines. The remaining $331 
million would be directed toward the 
Emergency Management Performance 
Grants, EMPG, Program that helps 
emergency managers plan and prepare 
for disaster. 

We know our first responders don’t 
have the training, equipment, and fre-
quently the manpower they need to do 
their jobs properly. Most don’t even 
have the basic capability to commu-
nicate with one another across juris-
dictional and functional lines, and the 
response to Hurricane Katrina showed 
us that, sometimes during a major ca-
tastrophe, they can’t communicate at 
all. Yet the President’s budget con-
tinues a 4-year trend in cuts to first re-
sponders—a 40-percent reduction since 
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2004. And the President proposes noth-
ing at all for fiscal year 2008 to pro-
mote interoperable communications 
specifically. 

Most of my colleagues in the Senate 
know that a sustained Federal commit-
ment is needed to improve the ability 
of our first responders to communicate 
with one another in the face of dis-
aster. Unfortunately, time and again, 
disasters occur, and police, firefighters, 
and emergency medical workers are 
unable to exchange information with 
each other. Lives are lost as a result. 

That is what happened on 9/11. The 
story of the communication breakdown 
among New York City’s first respond-
ers is well known. And it is well known 
because it cost the lives of some of the 
bravest Americans who rushed to the 
aid of their fellow citizens. But it oc-
curred at each of the 9/11 disaster sites. 

Then came Katrina. The storm deci-
mated communications infrastructure 
throughout Mississippi and Louisiana, 
and once again, difficulties in commu-
nicating among officials and first re-
sponders significantly impeded rescue 
and relief efforts. 

Like many of the homeland security 
challenges we face, achieving nation-
wide operability and interoperability 
will require significant resources. 
While we don’t know the exact price 
tag, we do know the costs will be sig-
nificant, which is why we created a 
dedicated interoperability grant pro-
gram for first responders in S. 4—the 
Senate-passed 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendation implementation bill, 
also known as the Improving America’s 
Security Act of 2007. 

That legislation authorizes $3.3 bil-
lion over 5 years beginning with $400 
million in fiscal year 2008. The amend-
ment I am introducing would match 
this amount in the budget resolution 
before us today. 

Secondly, the EMPG Program is a 
long-standing and effective program 
whose cost is shared equally between 
Federal and State governments. EMPG 
grants are an essential building block 
in preparing for disasters of all types. 
They support critical functions such as 
the planning, training, and exercising 
that undergird almost all other pre-
paredness efforts, whether for natural 
disasters or acts of terrorism. EMPG 
grants are therefore a distinct and im-
portant complement to those homeland 
security grants focused primarily on 
preventing, preparing for and respond-
ing to terrorism. 

By enabling States to create better 
plans, EMPG grants also help ensure 
that the other money provided by the 
Federal Government is spent more ef-
fectively. 

The former head of the National 
Emergency Management Association, 
who also is the Director of Emergency 
Management for the State of Alabama, 
testified before the Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs Committee 
that having EMPG funds available for 
planning actually saves money for 
States, localities, and the Federal Gov-

ernment. For example, in one county 
in Alabama, where EMPG funds were 
used to develop a debris removal plan, 
the county was able to cut the cost in 
half of having debris removed after a 
disaster compared to other counties 
that did not have similar plans. If you 
spread those savings over millions of 
cubic feet of debris, the savings—of 
costs that would have otherwise been 
reimbursed by the Federal Govern-
ment—really add up. In other words, 
the more we plan, the more efficiently 
we can utilize the funding that is avail-
able. 

Again, like the interoperability 
grants, the Senate has already recog-
nized the importance of the EMPG Pro-
gram in S. 4, which substantially in-
creases the authorized funding for 
EMPG to help ensure that our States 
and localities are prepared for all haz-
ards. We should begin to fulfill the 
promise of S. 4 here. 

Mr. President, we must learn the 
dual lessons of September 11, 2001, 
when terrorists attacked us on our 
shores killing 3,000 innocent civilians, 
and August 29, 2005, when a predicted 
and catastrophic hurricane leveled 
much of the gulf coast, causing 1,300 
deaths, billions of dollars worth of 
damage, and untold amounts of grief. 

Our enemies are ruthless and choose 
their own battlefields, and nature will 
strike in unpredictable ways, year 
after year. Yet many of our Nation’s 
security gaps remain wide open. There 
is no cheap way to be better prepared. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment so that we can fulfill the 
promise we made to our first respond-
ers and emergency planners when we 
passed S. 4 last week. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that following 
Senator CASEY, I be allowed to speak 
for up to 10 minutes, that I be followed 
by Senator ISAKSON for up to 10 min-
utes, and Senator GREGG for up to 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to-

night to speak about an amendment 
that I believe will pave the way to ex-
pand quality preschool education for 
our Nation’s children. I believe, as so 
many people in this Senate believe, 
that we must invest in our children in 
the dawn of their lives, as Hubert Hum-
phrey said many years ago. The reason 
we must do that is, if we don’t invest in 
them in the dawn of their lives, we 
can’t expect them to be healthy, we 
can’t expect them to learn and to grow 
and to have all the benefits that we 
hope any of our children would have as 
they move into school and begin to 
move into the future together. 

I thank Senator CONRAD for the work 
he has done on this budget resolution 
and allowing us the ability to offer 
amendments like this. In particular, on 

this subject matter both Senator KEN-
NEDY and Senator DODD not only have 
done great work over many years, but 
in particular this year, and their staffs 
have helped on this issue as well. I ap-
preciate that. 

My amendment is simple. It creates a 
deficit-neutral reserve fund for expand-
ing preschool education to children of 
low-income families. It is my hope the 
Congress can come together in a bipar-
tisan way on legislation to expand ac-
cess to preschool education for chil-
dren, especially children of low-income 
families—but it would not be so lim-
ited. We could also cover children of 
lower and middle-income families as 
well. 

Mr. President, you know well—you 
have spoken about this—we already 
have two great programs that help our 
children among several but two that I 
will mention tonight. We have Head 
Start and the Child Care Development 
Block Grant Program. These are pro-
grams that we know work. They de-
liver results for those children and for 
our country. So I believe both Head 
Start and the Child Care Development 
Block Grant Program are good invest-
ments for those children, for their fam-
ilies, and for our future. I believe Head 
Start and the Child Care Development 
Block Grant Program should receive 
the funding they need from Congress 
this year in this budget. 

At the same time, I also believe a 
preschool program for early learning 
that I speak of tonight will com-
plement and add to and enhance the 
ability of these other programs to help 
our children. I also believe that by set-
ting up a deficit-neutral reserve fund, 
this amendment will eventually re-
quire offsets. But I also think when we 
do that we are speaking not just of a 
program that should work but a pro-
gram that will be fiscally responsible 
and maintain fiscal discipline. 

I want to make sure that in this 
amendment, in this budget process we 
are engaged in right now, that we leave 
flexibility for the Health, Education, 
Labor and Pensions Committee and the 
Senate itself to create a preschool as-
sistance program for the States. I be-
lieve this amendment does that. I hope 
this flexibility will allow us to work 
across the aisle in a bipartisan fashion 
on the parameters of this program and 
its eventual costs. 

Early childhood education has been a 
priority of mine for many years and 
had been a priority of mine in State 
government as the auditor general and 
State treasurer of Pennsylvania. In the 
Senate it will continue to be a top pri-
ority for me. I have been a strong advo-
cate for improving the quality and 
safety of childcare in my home State of 
Pennsylvania, and I will continue to do 
that in the Senate. 

We know this: study after study 
shows that investments in pre-K are 
not just good for that child and not 
just good for that child’s family but, of 
course, for the State in which they live 
and for our whole country. We hear a 
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lot of talk in this Chamber about grow-
ing the economy, making sure people 
have the ability to be entrepreneurs, to 
invest and to grow and to make money 
and to build our economy. That is 
great and we all support that. But if we 
really are serious about growing the 
economy of America today and into the 
future, I believe we must invest in our 
children. We know these programs pay 
dividends for our children and for our 
future. 

I believe the Bush administration 
should not only put together the right 
kind of budget—and I have been crit-
ical of many aspects of the President’s 
proposal—but I think the administra-
tion should increase funds for Head 
Start, not cut them. It should increase 
funds for the Child Care Development 
Block Grant Program, and at the same 
time we must help our States in their 
efforts to establish quality prekinder-
garten education programs so that all 
children, no matter what their back-
ground, can enter school ready to 
learn. 

Investments in our children and 
early childhood education should be a 
top national priority, something that 
should have bipartisan support. I be-
lieve it will and it does. By working to 
make sure that every child is ready to 
learn when they enter school and by 
nurturing our children during their 
early years, we make an investment 
that pays dividends to the child and for 
the country. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am con-
cerned about the use of the so-called 
function 920 account to offset amend-
ments to the budget resolution. 

The budget resolution sets the aggre-
gate level of discretionary spending for 
the coming fiscal year. Within that 
maximum level of discretionary spend-
ing, the budget resolution displays cer-
tain nonbinding levels of discretionary 
spending that are divided between 20 
major functions, including function 050 
for defense, function 150 for inter-
national affairs, function 400 for trans-
portation, function 550 for health, and 
so on. Function 920 is a kind of catch- 
all account, which displays the budget 
effects from initiatives that cannot be 
easily categorized into the other budg-
et functions, such as an across-the- 
board spending cut. 

When a Senator offers an amendment 
to increase spending in one discre-
tionary account, such as function 400 
for transportation or function 550 for 
health, and then directs the Appropria-
tions Committee to find unspecified 
savings in the function 920 account, it 
creates an expectation for increased re-
sources when none are produced. Such 
amendments do not increase the max-
imum level of discretionary spending 
allowed by the budget resolution false-
ly raise expectations that more money 
is available for certain spending pro-
grams. In reality, this is a shell game 
amounting to shifting funds around 
without any actual consequence. 

Function 920 has a legitimate ac-
counting purpose. That purpose, how-
ever, is not to create the illusion of 
progress for public consumption and a 
press release. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
amendment No. 591 would create a def-
icit neutral reserve fund and would 
allow for legislative action by the Fi-
nance Committee to improve the child 
support enforcement system as long as 
the costs were offset. 

The child support program has col-
lected more than $23 billion for 17 mil-
lion children participating in the pro-
gram. The Congressional Research 
Service found that this program is one 
of the most important safety net pro-
grams reducing poverty rates for work-
ing families. 

Unfortunately the Deficit Reduction 
Act, DRA, made deep cuts in this en-
forcement funding. A preliminary esti-
mate by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice indicates that $11 billion in child 
support payments will go uncollected 
over the next 10 years, even if States 
backfill half of the lost Federal funds. 

Child support payments allowed more 
than 300,000 families to close their 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Fami-
lies cases in 2004. Families go on wel-
fare less often and leave sooner when 
they receive reliable support payments. 
In addition, Federal costs for Medicaid, 
food stamps, and other means-tested 
programs decrease when both parents 
support their children. 

The child support program collected 
$4.58 in private dollars for every $1 
spent by Federal, State, and county 
governments. The Office of Manage-
ment and Budget rated the child sup-
port program as one of the most effec-
tive government programs. 

As States implement the cuts in the 
DRA, fewer children will receive reli-
able support from their parents. States 
and counties will collect support less 
consistently and it will take longer to 
establish paternity and support orders. 
Employer outreach initiatives will be 
curtailed. Domestic violence services 
and initiatives to help low-income fa-
thers work and stay involved with 
their children will be reduced or elimi-
nated. Interstate enforcement will be 
less dependable. 

As program resources are reduced, a 
State’s ability to meet Federal per-
formance measures will deteriorate. A 
downward spiral in performance will 
further decrease State program funds 
and increase penalty risks. Counties in 
particular rely on performance incen-
tive funding to operate. The perform-
ance gap will widen between States and 
counties able to backfill funds and 
those that cannot. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to comment on vet-
erans funding in this budget resolution. 
The Democrats have put forward a res-
olution that proposes to increase vet-
erans discretionary spending by 18 per-
cent—this is on top of a 12 percent in-
crease that was included in last 
month’s joint funding resolution. I 

have also heard that billions more will 
be proposed for veterans in the war 
supplemental. 

Spending proposals of this magnitude 
in any area of Government should 
rightfully raise a few eyebrows and be 
met with a healthy level of scrutiny. 
Veterans programs are no exception. 
Taxpayers will continue to support 
higher veterans expenditures only to 
the extent we can assure them that 
those expenditures are absolutely nec-
essary, will not be wastefully spent, 
and will meet our highest priorities. 
The Budget Committee chairman stat-
ed as much in his opening remarks on 
Tuesday. 

Let me be clear. I am absolutely 
committed to providing the highest 
quality of care to our veterans. I have 
supported a 70 percent increase in VA 
medical care since President Bush took 
office. I have spoken frequently about 
not sparing any expense when it comes 
to getting the highest quality of care 
to our Iraq and Afghanistan veterans 
and veterans with disabilities. I have 
even introduced legislation that allows 
all veterans with service-connected dis-
abilities to seek care outside of the VA 
system if that is what they prefer. 

But what I see in this resolution is an 
effort to use the legitimate needs of 
our war wounded as a pretext to sup-
port funding increases that are beyond 
reason and that actually may harm the 
care provided to the veterans who are 
our No. 1 priority. 

Let me point out a couple of areas 
where I think this budget fails our 
highest priority veterans and tax-
payers. 

The Democrats’ budget proposes an 
extra $1.1 billion to allow new ‘‘Pri-
ority 8’’ veterans to enroll for VA 
health care. Now who are these Pri-
ority 8 veterans? Priority 8 veterans 
are veterans with no service-connected 
disabilities and higher incomes. They 
were granted comprehensive access to 
VA health care back in 1996 at a time 
when we thought their care could be 
provided on a budget-neutral basis. We 
were wrong. Priority 8 veterans then 
enrolled in such large numbers that 
quality and timely health care to VA’s 
service-disabled and indigent patients 
began to be compromised. 

In January 2003, Secretary Principi 
used authority granted to him by Con-
gress to suspend new enrollment of Pri-
ority 8 veterans. His rationale was sim-
ple: 

VA is maintaining its focus on the 
health care needs of its core group of 
veterans—those with service-connected 
disabilities, the indigent and those 
with special health care needs. 

Taking the action he did on the eve 
of the war in Iraq was the right thing 
to do. He rightly instituted a policy 
that focused our limited resources on 
those for whom VA was established— 
our war injured and veterans who need 
VA the most. 

All I have been hearing from the 
Democrats for the last 2 years is how 
we must not make our OIF/OEF vet-
erans wait in lines for mental health 
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care, TBI treatment, or other specialty 
care. I agree! That is why their pro-
posal puzzles me. At a time of war, 
when we’re trying to get quicker access 
to VA care for our OIF/OEF and serv-
ice-disabled veterans, how does allow-
ing an increase in the patient load help 
matters? Where is the sense of priority 
here? It is like we are trying to keep a 
ship afloat by pouring tons of water 
onto the deck. It doesn’t make sense. 

For those who think that simply pro-
viding more money permits VA to 
automatically increase its capacity to 
see new patients, think again. It takes 
time to hire quality medical personnel. 
It takes time to find space to accom-
modate additional medical appoint-
ments and patients. Since 2003 VA has 
been able to improve the amount of 
time it takes to schedule primary and 
specialty care appointments so that 
more than 94 percent of such appoint-
ments are scheduled within 30 days of 
the veteran’s desired date. Why would 
we risk longer waiting times for our 
OIF/OEF veterans and service-disabled 
veterans? 

Furthermore, is this new spending 
fiscally prudent at a time when VA 
budgets have been growing at double- 
digit rates? There are 24 million vet-
erans in the United States; only 5.3 
million use VA health care now. Have 
the longterm cost implications of open-
ing the system to all veterans been 
considered in this budget? Have we 
contemplated the multibillion dollar 
unfunded liability we are creating here 
if millions more Priority 8 veterans 
show up for free care? 

Let me move on to another area that 
concerns me. 

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee made it a point to show how his 
budget meets or exceeds the rec-
ommendations of the independent 
budget. That is all well and good, but 
when the IB is used to set budget pol-
icy for the Congress, then a fair evalua-
tion of the budget numbers is in order. 
Let’s look at one account in par-
ticular—general operating expenses. 
The Budget Committee chairman quite 
proudly stated that his budget meets 
the IB recommendation of $2.23 billion 
for this account. 

The largest portion of this account 
funds the administration of VA’s bene-
fits programs, to include its back-
logged claims processing system. The 
administration has submitted a pro-
posal that would provide VBA with the 
highest number of claims processors in 
its history. In fact, the President’s 
budget will result in what will have 
been a 61 percent increase in claims 
processing staff since 1997. While I sup-
port the President’s budget, it is time 
we tried a new approach to fixing the 
backlog of disability claims. Simply 
providing more and more money to fix 
the problem does not solve the prob-
lem. 

What do we have with the Demo-
crats’ budget? On top of the President’s 

record increase, the IB recommends an 
extra $700 million: roughly $100 million 
for new information technology spend-
ing, and $600 million for additional 
staff. According to unofficial VA esti-
mates, 600 million would buy over 
10,000 VBA employees, almost double 
the size of the existing bureaucracy? 
VA cannot accommodate a staffing in-
flux of this size in 1 year. It would have 
to lease hundreds of thousands of 
square feet and additional facilities all 
over the country. More money would 
be needed for communication services, 
utilities, personal computers and IT 
support staff. 

Is this rational? Have the long-term 
costs been factored in? Was VA’s abil-
ity to provide space for these employ-
ees factored in? Does the incoming 
workload command a bureaucracy of 
that enormous size? As ranking mem-
ber of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
I have not seen any data to substan-
tiate a request of that magnitude. I 
have even asked the authors of the IB 
to justify the number, but have yet to 
receive a response. 

We are not talking about chump 
change here. If an error was made by 
the IB, and I suspect one was, then we 
should fix it before it is perpetuated. 

Let me conclude with this final ob-
servation. VA has been criticized in re-
cent years for its very public budget 
gaffes. The General Accountability Of-
fice rightly condemned VA for ‘‘errors 
in estimation’’ and ‘‘inaccurate as-
sumptions’’ that led to the VA funding 
shortfall of 2005. I would caution my 
colleagues that we, in this budget reso-
lution, may be repeating those same 
mistakes by providing money that VA 
could not prudently spend. It may be 
politically expedient to reflexively 
throw more money at problems. But 
let’s also not forget about our obliga-
tions to the American taxpayer. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent 
that there now be a period of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

GENOCIDE ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
OF 2007 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about S. 888, the Genocide Ac-
countability Act. It is a bipartisan bill 
I have introduced with Senator TOM 
COBURN of Oklahoma, Senator PATRICK 
LEAHY of Vermont, and Senator JOHN 
CORNYN of Texas. 

This Genocide Accountability Act is 
the first legislation produced by the 
Judiciary Committee’s new Sub-
committee on Human Rights and the 
Law, which I chair and Senator COBURN 
serves as ranking member. 

I wish to thank organizations that 
have endorsed this act, including Afri-

ca Action, the American Jewish World 
Service, Amnesty International USA, 
the Armenian Assembly of America, 
the Armenian National Committee of 
America, the Genocide Intervention 
Network, Human Rights First, Human 
Rights Watch, Physicians for Human 
Rights, Refugees International, and the 
Save Darfur Coalition. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from the organizations I have 
just mentioned supporting this legisla-
tion. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARCH 15, 2007. 
Hon. RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
Hon. TOM COBURN, 
Subcommittee on Human Rights and the Law, 

Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN DURBIN AND RANKING MEM-
BER COBURN: We write to express our strong 
support for the Genocide Accountability Act. 
We believe this legislation, a product of the 
Subcommittee on Human Rights and the 
Law’s inaugural hearing on genocide, is nec-
essary in order to enable the United States 
to lead the world in bringing perpetrators of 
the most serious human rights crimes to jus-
tice. We look forward to its swift enactment 
into law. 

Winston Churchill once remarked that the 
extermination of Jews in Europe was ‘‘a 
crime without a name.’’ That inspired Raph-
ael Lemkin to name it, and he then devoted 
his life to codifying the crime of genocide in 
international law. Lemkin’s work cul-
minated in the United Nations Convention 
on the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide. The most serious human 
rights crime had a name, but since 1988, 
when the United States formally ratified the 
treaty, genocide has been a crime under U.S. 
law only in the narrowest of circumstances. 

The Genocide Implementation Act (18 
U.S.C. 1091), enacted in 1987 as a prerequisite 
to the United States becoming a party to the 
Genocide Convention, provides jurisdiction 
over the crime of genocide only in cir-
cumstances where the perpetrator is a U.S. 
citizen or the crime took place in the United 
States. Since the time that law was enacted, 
the world’s pledge that it would ‘‘never 
again’’ tolerate mass slaughter has been 
mocked again and again—in Bosnia, in 
Rwanda and now in Darfur. As the violence 
in Darfur rages into its fifth year, the United 
States must do all it can to deter those who 
act with seeming impunity, including by re-
moving any barriers to prosecution in this 
country of those responsible for genocide. 

The Genocide Accountability Act would 
accomplish this by enabling the Department 
of Justice to prosecute foreign nationals sus-
pected of genocide who are present in the 
United States. This is not merely a theo-
retical concern. The Justice Department has 
already identified individuals who may have 
participated in the Rwandan and Bosnian 
genocides and are currently living in the 
United States under false pretenses, but cur-
rent law fails to provide jurisdiction to 
charge them with that crime. 

Like the pirate and the slave trader, per-
petrators of genocide are rightly considered 
to be the enemies of all mankind. The United 
States must not remain passive when those 
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suspected of genocide enter or are found in 
its territory. By eliminating barriers to 
prosecution, as the United States has done in 
the cases of hostage-taking, torture, and 
other serious crimes, the Genocide Account-
ability Act will ensure that perpetrators of 
genocide do not evade accountability when 
they are present in the United States. We 
welcome its introduction and strongly urge 
its enactment into law. 

Sincerely, 
Africa Action, American Jewish World 

Service, Amnesty International USA, 
Arab American Institute, Armenian 
National Committee of America, Cen-
ter for American Progress Action 
Fund, Genocide Intervention Network, 
Human Rights First, Human Rights 
Watch, Open Society Policy Center, 
Physicians for Human Rights, Refugees 
International, Save Darfur Coalition. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator LEAHY for allowing the cre-
ation of this new subcommittee in Ju-
diciary that is known as Human Rights 
and the Law. It is the first time in the 
218-year history of the Senate such a 
committee has been designated, and I 
am honored to serve as its chair. 

After our first hearing on genocide in 
Darfur, we decided it was time to close 
the legal loopholes that prevent the 
U.S. Justice Department from pros-
ecuting people in our country who have 
committed genocide. This legislation is 
a result of our first hearing. We heard 
about these gaps in the law and found 
them hard to believe. Unlike the laws 
of torture, piracy, material support for 
terrorism, terrorism financing, hostage 
taking, and many other Federal 
crimes, laws related to genocide do not 
allow the arrest and prosecution in the 
United States of people who are not 
U.S. citizens, or who have not com-
mitted the act of genocide in our Na-
tion. Of course, those are few and far 
between. There is no reason to treat 
genocide, perhaps the worst crime 
known to humanity, differently than 
any of these crimes. 

During the Human Rights Sub-
committee’s hearings, we heard from 
Romeo Dallaire. He is now a member of 
the Canadian Senate, and he was the 
general in charge of the U.N. peace-
keeping force in Rwanda in 1994. He 
tried desperately to stop that genocide, 
and many people refused to even listen. 
Two notable exceptions were former 
colleagues in the Senate: my prede-
cessor, Senator Paul Simon of Illinois, 
and a man whom I respect very much 
and recently retired, Senator Jim Jef-
fords of Vermont. They appealed to the 
Clinton administration to send troops 
into Rwanda—just a small force to stop 
the massacre—but sadly, the adminis-
tration did not respond. President Clin-
ton has said it was the worst mistake 
of his administration. His candor and 
honesty are appreciated, but we should 
learn from that mistake. 

Despite all of the world’s solemn 
promises, today in Darfur, in western 
Sudan, another genocide rages. In a re-
gion of 6 million people, hundreds of 
thousands have been killed, and over 2 
million people have been displaced. For 
them, the commitment of ‘‘never 

again’’ rings very hollow. Earlier this 
month, Sudan’s President Omar Hassan 
al-Bashir sent a letter to the U.N. Sec-
retary General rejecting the core ele-
ments of the plan to send U.N. peace-
keepers to Darfur. Bashir claimed that 
U.N. and African peacekeeping forces 
have no authority to protect civilians 
in his country, saying Sudan bears the 
primary responsibility. 

Four years into the genocide, the 
claim that the Khartoum regime will 
protect civilians in Darfur is not only 
implausible, it is offensive. President 
Bashir has thumbed his nose at the 
international community. The ques-
tion is: How will we respond, once hav-
ing declared a genocide? 

Last week a U.N. human rights team 
reporting on Darfur called for U.N. Se-
curity Council intervention, tougher 
sanctions, and criminal prosecution of 
guilty parties. They also called for the 
international community’s response to 
the genocide in Darfur immediately. 

The U.N. human rights team is led by 
Jody Williams, a genuine American 
hero who won the Nobel Peace Prize for 
her efforts to ban landmines. Upon 
completing her investigation of Darfur, 
Ms. Williams had a message for the 
international community. She said: 

If you’re not prepared to act on what you 
say, don’t say it. 

Jody Williams is right. We have to do 
more than just talk about genocide in 
Darfur. Today, joined by Senator SAM 
BROWNBACK, a Republican of Kansas, 
and 30 of my colleagues, I sent a letter 
to the President urging him to put the 
question of meaningful multilateral 
sanctions to a vote before the U.N. Se-
curity Council. We have been told in 
the past that one of the permanent 
members of this council may veto the 
resolution. I say: So be it. Let that na-
tion stand up in front of the world and 
say they are going to veto this effort to 
stop this mass murder. 

We recognize there are political risks 
to advancing this strategy, but it is 
time to weigh those risks against the 
damage that is being done and the ver-
dict of history. It is our moral obliga-
tion to do everything we can to stop 
this genocide in Darfur. 

Another important step is to make 
clear the commitment of the United 
States to hold accountable those who 
are guilty of this ultimate crime. It is 
hard to imagine that individuals in the 
Sudanese Government whom we have 
identified as being involved in genocide 
have come to the United States and 
have been treated as visiting dig-
nitaries, and have traveled with impu-
nity around our Nation. It is hard to 
imagine we would turn our back on the 
fact of what they have done in their 
own home country. 

I am pleased the International Crimi-
nal Court is moving forward with this 
investigation into the Darfur genocide, 
but that does not excuse the United 
States from its obligation to prosecute 
war criminals who seek safe haven or 
even travel in the United States. 

It is not just Darfur. The Justice De-
partment has identified individuals 

who participated in the Rwandan and 
Bosnian genocides living now in the 
United States under false pretenses. 
How can we let the United States be a 
safe haven for those who are guilty of 
genocide around the world? The fact is 
the law is on their side. American law 
doesn’t give us the authority to arrest 
and prosecute these individuals, and 
that is why I have introduced this leg-
islation, to change the law and let 
them know they can no longer seek a 
safe haven in the United States. 

The Genocide Accountability Act 
says if you commit genocide anywhere 
in the world and come to the United 
States, America will hold you account-
able under the law. This is the first leg-
islation produced by the Human Rights 
Subcommittee. There will be more bills 
to follow. But I doubt the sub-
committee or any other committee in 
Congress will face another issue as 
compelling as this genocide in Darfur. 

In 1862, 1 month before he signed the 
Emancipation Proclamation, President 
Abraham Lincoln sent a message to 
Congress proposing to end slavery. His 
words reach us even today when he 
said: 

We—even we here—hold the power and bear 
the responsibility. 

Those words remain true. We here, 
even now, hold the power and bear the 
responsibility to do all we can to stop 
this genocide. Enacting the Genocide 
Accountability Act is an important 
step to ending impunity for perpetra-
tors of genocide. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. I ask unani-
mous consent that the letter which was 
sent to the President be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 22, 2007. 

The President, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We write to you as 
Members of Congress who are deeply con-
cerned about the ongoing genocide in Darfur 
and equally frustrated by the inability or un-
willingness of the international community 
to put a halt to it. Last August, the United 
Nations Security Council passed UNSC Reso-
lution 1706, which expanded the mandate of 
the United Nations Mission in Sudan to in-
clude Darfur and stated that over 20,000 mili-
tary and civilian police personnel were to be 
deployed as peacekeepers in the region. Over 
six months have passed and fewer than 200 
UN personnel have been deployed because of 
the Sudanese government’s refusal to com-
ply with what the Security Council has au-
thorized. 

History demonstrates that Sudan’s leader-
ship does not respond to this type of request. 
We believe that it is time for the Security 
Council to enact a new resolution, imposing 
multilateral economic sanctions on the Su-
danese government and targeted sanctions 
on individuals named by the UN Commission 
of inquiry as being responsible for crimes 
against humanity. 

We recognize that previous U.S.-led efforts 
to move stronger resolutions at the Security 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3605 March 22, 2007 
Council have been deterred by the threat of 
a veto by one or more of the Permanent 
Members. We frankly urge you to introduce 
and push for a vote on a resolution imposing 
multilateral sanctions regardless. Let a 
country stand before the community of na-
tions and announce that it is vetoing the 
best effort we can muster to build the lever-
age necessary to end ongoing mass murder. 

There are political risks to advancing this 
strategy, but we urge you to weigh those 
risks against the verdict of history if we fail 
to try. If the Security Council does not act, 
the United States should engage with our al-
lies to create a coalition that will impose 
economic penalties on the Sudanese govern-
ment. The United States has already imple-
mented a number of unilateral sanctions, 
and we understand that you are considering 
still more, a development that we would ap-
plaud. However. the real key to changing 
Khartoum’s behavior most likely lies in mul-
tilateral sanctions, especially those aimed at 
the Sudanese oil industry. 

We encourage you to put this matter be-
fore the United Nations Security Council as 
soon as possible. A threatened veto should 
not silence us. 

We know that you share our commitment 
to this issue and we commend your courage 
in recognizing this genocide for what it is. 
We look forward to continuing our efforts 
until a timely solution to the crisis in 
Darfur is found. 

Sincerely, 
Dick Durbin, Joe Biden, Carl Levin, Rus-

sell D. Feingold, Bill Nelson, Joe Lie-
berman, Mary Landrieu, Sam Brown-
back, John E. Sununu, Mel Martinez, 
Jack Reed, Tom Harkin, Barbara A. 
Mikulski, Barack Obama, Robert 
Menendez, Dianne Feinstein, John Cor-
nyn, Susan Collins, Wayne Allard, 
Mark Pryor, Richard Burr, Sherrod 
Brown, Olympia Snowe, Frank R. Lau-
tenberg, Amy Klobuchar, Mike Crapo, 
Maria Cantwell, Elizabeth Dole, Patty 
Murray, Hillary Rodham Clinton, Chris 
Dodd, Jim Webb, John F. Kerry, Pat 
Roberts. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING JOHN COOPER 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize former South Dakota 
Game, Fish and Parks Department Sec-
retary John Cooper, who received the 
Outdoor Life Conservation Award from 
Outdoor Life magazine. This pres-
tigious award reflects his tremendous 
service to South Dakota and his com-
mitment to wildlife conservation. 

Mr. Cooper has been honorably serv-
ing the State of South Dakota for over 
30 years. He spent 22 years with the 
Law Enforcement Division of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, where he 
worked tirelessly to conserve and pro-
tect South Dakota’s diverse wildlife. In 
1995, he was appointed Secretary of 
South Dakota’s Department of Game, 
Fish and Parks, a position that he held 
until earlier this year. He also spent 
years leading committees for the Asso-
ciation of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
and in 2006 served as its president. In 
addition to his government duties, Mr. 
Cooper served as an editor and col-
umnist for Dakota Outdoors magazine 
for 14 years. 

Mr. Cooper’s service to South Dakota 
has been, and will continue to be, vital 
to the health and wellbeing of our 
State. It gives me great pleasure to 
rise with Mr. Cooper and to offer my 
congratulations for this well-deserved 
award. I wish him continued success in 
the years to come.∑ 

f 

HONORING THE REV. DR. JOHN 
LOUIS WRIGHT 

∑ Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor my dear friend and fel-
low Marylander, the Rev. Dr. John 
Louis Wright, for his exemplary 35 
years of service as pastor of First Bap-
tist Church of Guilford and for his 
work as a community leader and civil 
rights activist. 

Pastor Wright is a native of Balti-
more City and a shining product of the 
Baltimore City public school system. 
Since 1972, he has served as pastor of 
the First Baptist Church of Guilford, 
shepherding the church through peri-
ods of tremendous growth while faith-
fully serving its members and the sur-
rounding community. 

As a civil rights leader, Pastor 
Wright is a life member of the NAACP, 
and he has served as both president of 
the Howard County Chapter of the 
NAACP and the Maryland NAACP. He 
currently serves as director of the 
Maryland Baptist Aged Home. 

Following Hurricane Floyd in 1999, 
Pastor Wright spearheaded flood relief 
efforts in North Carolina though the 
‘‘Twelve Baskets Ministry,’’ bringing 
much needed supplies to people left 
homeless by the hurricane. 

Preventing handgun violence is an 
issue of particular importance to Pas-
tor Wright. A 1997 graduate of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation’s Citizens’ 
Academy in Baltimore, he is a member 
of the Maryland State Governor’s Com-
mission on Handgun Violence and 
Marylanders Against Handgun Vio-
lence. 

Pastor Wright’s efforts reach far be-
yond our shores. He has traveled 
around the world, sharing his warmth 
and wisdom in countries as diverse as 
Egypt, Israel, South Africa, Switzer-
land, and China. While in Israel, Pastor 
Wright continued his work by bap-
tizing people in the Jordan River. 

I am extremely proud of Pastor 
Wright’s 35 years of dedicated service 
to his church and community and wish 
him many more years of continued suc-
cess and good health.∑ 

f 

HONORING LARRY E. GABRIEL 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor South Dakota Secretary 
of Agriculture Larry E. Gabriel. This 
month, Secretary Gabriel retired after 
nearly 7 years in office since his ap-
pointment in May of 2000. 

Secretary Gabriel was born and 
raised on a ranch in western South Da-
kota and received his bachelor of 
science degree in agricultural econom-
ics at South Dakota State University. 

While in college, he was recognized as 
the 1969 Doane’s Outstanding Agricul-
tural Economics Student. 

Throughout his career, Secretary Ga-
briel has spent many years committed 
to public service, including roles as 
Haakon County Commissioner from 
1975 to 1982 and State legislator from 
1983 to 1998. He spent 6 years as the 
house majority leader while in the 
South Dakota House of Representa-
tives, and currently serves as a mem-
ber of the hospital board in Philip, SD. 

Secretary Gabriel’s dedication to 
South Dakota agriculture has made a 
defining impact in strengthening and 
sustaining the economy of our State. 
His strong support of rural economic 
development and assistance to young 
producers has brought increased vital-
ity and prosperity to our agriculture 
industry. 

I also would like to recognize Sec-
retary Gabriel’s wife Charlotte and his 
family for their support and sacrifice 
which allowed him to serve South Da-
kota for over 30 years. 

It is with great honor that I remem-
ber and honor the service provided by 
Secretary Larry E. Gabriel to South 
Dakota. May he always be recognized 
for his lifetime of service to South Da-
kota agriculture. On behalf of a grate-
ful State, I wish Secretary Gabriel all 
the best in his retirement.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:10 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 327. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to develop and implement a 
comprehensive program designed to reduce 
the incidence of suicide among veterans. 

H.R. 740. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prevent caller ID spoofing, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 797. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve compensation bene-
fits for veterans in certain cases of impair-
ment of vision involving both eyes, to pro-
vide for the use of the National Directory of 
New Hires for income verification purposes, 
to extend the authority of the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to provide an educational 
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assistance allowance for qualifying work 
study activities, and to authorize the provi-
sion of bronze representations of the letter 
‘‘V’’ for the graves of eligible individuals 
buried in private cemeteries in lieu of Gov-
ernment-provided headstones or markers. 

H.R. 1130. An act to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978 to extend the au-
thority to withhold from public availability 
a financial disclosure report filed by an indi-
vidual who is a judicial officer or judicial 
employee, to the extent necessary to protect 
the safety of that individual or a family 
member of that individual, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 1284. An act to increase, effective as of 
December 1, 2007, the rates of compensation 
for veterans with service-connected disabil-
ities and the rates of dependency and indem-
nity compensation for the survivors of cer-
tain disabled veterans. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 327. To amend title 38, United States 
Code, to direct the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to develop and implement a comprehen-
sive program designed to reduce the inci-
dence of suicide among veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H.R. 740. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prevent caller ID spoofing, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 797. To amend title 38, United States 
Code, to improve compensation benefits for 
veterans in certain cases of impairment of 
vision involving both eyes, to provide for the 
use of the National Directory of New Hires 
for income verification purposes, to extend 
the authority of the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to provide an educational assistance 
allowance for qualifying work study activi-
ties, and to authorize the provision of bronze 
representations of the letter ‘‘V’’ for the 
graves of eligible individuals buried in pri-
vate cemeteries in lieu of Government-pro-
vided headstones or markers; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H.R. 1130. An act to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978 to extend the au-
thority to withhold from public availability 
a financial disclosure report filed by an indi-
vidual who is a judicial officer or judicial 
employee, to the extent necessary to protect 
the safety of that individual or a family 
member of that individual, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 1284. An act to increase, effective as of 
December 1, 2007, the rates of compensation 
for veterans with service-connected disabil-
ities and the rates of dependency and indem-
nity compensation for the survivors of cer-
tain disabled veterans; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–1130. A communication from the Staff 
Director, United States Commission on Civil 
Rights, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to probable violations of the 
Antideficiency Act; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations. 

EC–1131. A communication from the Sec-
retary, Federal Trade Commission, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the actions taken by the Commission under 
the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act dur-
ing fiscal year 2006; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1132. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘6-Benzyladenine; Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance’’ (FRL No. 8117–9) 
received on March 20, 2007; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1133. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality 
Implementation Plans; Illinois’’ (FRL No. 
8290–5) received on March 20, 2007; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1134. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘New York: Incorporation by Reference of 
State Hazardous Waste Management Pro-
gram’’ (FRL No. 8278–2) received on March 
20, 2007; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–1135. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Protection of Stratospheric Ozone: Listing 
of Ozone Depleting Substitutes in Foam 
Blowing’’ ((RIN2060–AN11)(FRL No. 8291–3)) 
received on March 20, 2007; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1136. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Treatment of Data Influenced by Exception 
Events’’ ((RIN2060–AN40)(FRL No. 8289–5)) re-
ceived on March 20, 2007; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1137. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of Policy, Economics and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
a document recently issued by the Agency 
related to its regulatory programs entitled 
‘‘RCRA Section 3103 Guidance Manual’’; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1138. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, the report of a legislative proposal 
intended to facilitate the part-time reem-
ployment of annuitants; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–1139. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, two reports relative to the United 
States Courts; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary . 

EC–1140. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy, Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of an of-
ficer authorized to wear the insignia of the 
grade of major general in accordance with 
title 10, United States Code, section 777; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1141. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, legislative proposals for the consid-
eration of the Congress; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–1142. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy, Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of an of-
ficer authorized to wear the insignia of the 
grade of rear admiral (lower half) in accord-
ance with title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 777; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–1143. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels Catching 
Pacific Cod for Processing by the Inshore 
Component in the Central Regulatory Area 
of the Gulf of Alaska’’ (ID No. 022607C) re-
ceived on March 22, 2007; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1144. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher Vessels 
Less than 60 ft. LOA Using Jig or Hook-and- 
Line Gear in the Bogoslof Pacific Cod Ex-
emption Area in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Management Area’’ (ID No. 022607B) 
received on March 22, 2007; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1145. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Department’s Performance and 
Accountability Report for fiscal year 2006; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1146. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor, Office of General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Preventing Undue Discrimi-
nation and Preference in Transmission Serv-
ice’’ (Docket Nos. RM05–17–000 and RM05–25– 
000) received on March 22, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–1147. A communication from the Attor-
ney, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy, Department of Energy, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Alternative Fuel Transportation 
Program; Alternative Compliance’’ (RIN1904– 
AB66) received on March 21, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–1148. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Annual Update 
of Filing Fees’’ (RIN1902–AD18) received on 
March 22, 2007; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–1149. A communication from the Acting 
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Subsist-
ence Management Regulations for Public 
Lands in Alaska, Subpart C and D—2007–2008 
Subsistence Taking of Fish and Shellfish 
Regulations’’ (RIN1018–AU57) received on 
March 22, 2007; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–1150. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat 
for Spikedace and the Loach Minnow’’ 
(RIN1018–AU33) received on March 22, 2007; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1151. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Rule Des-
ignating the Greater Yellowstone Area Popu-
lation of Grizzly Bears as a Distinct Popu-
lation Segment; Removing the Yellowstone 
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Distinct Population Segment of Grizzly 
Bears from the Federal List of Endangered 
and Threatened Wildlife’’ (RIN1018–AT38) re-
ceived on March 22, 2007; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1152. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Administration’s position on several 
health system reform proposals; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–1153. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2007–33—2007–40); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1154. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Current Good Man-
ufacturing Practice Regulation and Inves-
tigational New Drugs’’ (Docket No. 2005N– 
0285) received on March 22, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–1155. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Substances Ap-
proved for Use in the Preparation of Meat 
and Poultry Products; Announcement of Ef-
fective Date’’ (Docket No. 1995N–0220) re-
ceived on March 22, 2007; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1156. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Current Good Man-
ufacturing Practice Regulation and Inves-
tigational New Drugs; Withdrawal’’ (Docket 
No. 2005N–0285) received on March 22, 2007; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC–1157. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, Department of Homeland Security, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the cost of response and recovery efforts in 
the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–1158. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, Department of Homeland Security, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the cost of response and recovery efforts in 
the State of Illinois; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–1159. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Management, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Trau-
matic Injury Protection Rider to 
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance’’ 
(RIN2900–AM36) received on March 22, 2007; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–1160. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Management, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Med-
ical: Informed Consent—Designate Health 
Care Professionals to Obtain Informed Con-
sent’’ (RIN2900–AM21) received on March 22, 
2007; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–1161. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the impact and effectiveness of projects 
funded by the Administration for Native 
Americans in fiscal year 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-

propriations: 
Special Report entitled ‘‘Further Revised 

Allocation to Subcommittees of Budget To-
tals for Fiscal Year 2007’’ (Rept. No. 110–36). 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, without amendment: 

S. 965. An original bill making emergency 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 110–37). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BURR (for himself and Mr. 
COLEMAN): 

S. 957. A bill to provide for the collection 
and maintenance of amniotic fluid and pla-
cental stem cells for the treatment of pa-
tients and research; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. LOTT, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BURR, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
and Mrs. LINCOLN): 

S. 958. A bill to establish an adolescent lit-
eracy program; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
REID, Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. DODD, and Mr. 
DURBIN): 

S. 959. A bill to award a grant to enable 
Teach for America, Inc., to implement and 
expand its teaching program; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
SPECTER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. BIDEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 960. A bill to establish the United States 
Public Service Academy; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for him-
self, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. BROWN-
BACK): 

S. 961. A bill to amend title 46, United 
States Code, to provide benefits to certain 
individuals who served in the United States 
merchant marine (including the Army 
Transport Service and the Naval Transport 
Service) during World War II, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. TESTER, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. OBAMA, and Mr. 
WEBB): 

S. 962. A bill to amend the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 to reauthorize and improve the 
carbon capture and storage research, devel-
opment, and demonstration program of the 
Department of Energy and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 
S. 963. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Education to make grants to educational or-
ganizations to carry out educational pro-
grams about the Holocaust; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 964. A bill to require States and Indian 

tribes to designate specific highway routes 

for the transportation of hazardous mate-
rials and the long-distance transportation of 
solid waste; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BYRD: 
S. 965. An original bill making emergency 

supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for other 
purposes; from the Committee on Appropria-
tions; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 966. A bill to enable the Department of 

State to respond to a critical shortage of 
passport processing personnel, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. AKAKA: 
S. 967. A bill to amend chapter 41 of title 5, 

United States Code, to provide for the estab-
lishment and authorization of funding for 
certain training programs for supervisors of 
Federal employees; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. SMITH, 
Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 968. A bill to amend the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 to provide increased assist-
ance for the prevention, treatment, and con-
trol of tuberculosis, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. DURBIN, 
and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 969. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act to modify the definition of su-
pervisor; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. COLEMAN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. KYL, Mr. THUNE, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, and Mr. MENENDEZ): 

S. 970. A bill to impose sanctions on Iran 
and on other countries for assisting Iran in 
developing a nuclear program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself and Mr. HAR-
KIN): 

S. 971. A bill to establish the National In-
stitute of Food and Agriculture, to provide 
funding for the support of fundamental agri-
cultural research of the highest quality, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 972. A bill to provide for the reduction of 
adolescent pregnancy, HIV rates, and other 
sexually transmitted diseases, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. DURBIN, and Ms. COL-
LINS): 

S. 973. A bill to amend the Mandatory Vic-
tims’ Restitution Act to improve restitution 
for victims of crime, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. HARKIN, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 974. A bill to amend title VII of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 to provide that the provisions 
relating to countervailing duties apply to 
nonmarket economy countries, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. 

MCCAIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. DODD, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
REED, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. SALAZAR, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. VIT-
TER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BURR, Mr. 
NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. DURBIN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs. MCCAS-
KILL, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. OBAMA, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. SUNUNU, 
Mr. TESTER, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BYRD, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. MCCONNELL, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LOTT, Mr. CARDIN, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. ENZI, 
and Mr. ALEXANDER): 

S. Res. 117. A resolution commemorating 
the 25th anniversary of the construction and 
dedication of the Vietnam Veterans Memo-
rial; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, and Mr. BIDEN): 

S. Res. 118. A resolution urging the Gov-
ernment of Canada to end the commercial 
seal hunt; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL): 

S. Res. 119. A resolution to authorize testi-
mony by a former detailee of the Committee 
on the Judiciary; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and 
Ms. LANDRIEU): 

S. Res. 120. A resolution designating March 
22, 2007, as National Rehabilitation Coun-
selors Appreciation Day; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself and 
Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. Con. Res. 23. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that provi-
sions that provoke veto threats from the 
President should not be included on bills 
that appropriate funds for the implementa-
tion of recommendations of the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 22 

At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
22, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a program of 
educational assistance for members of 
the Armed Forces who serve in the 
Armed Forces after September 11, 2001, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 117 
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 117, a bill to amend titles 10 
and 38, United States Code, to improve 
benefits and services for members of 
the Armed Forces, veterans of the 
Global War on Terrorism, and other 
veterans, to require reports on the ef-
fects of the Global War on Terrorism, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 206 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 

(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 206, a bill to amend title II of 
the Social Security Act to repeal the 
Government pension offset and wind-
fall elimination provisions. 

S. 288 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 288, a 
bill to amend titles 10 and 14, United 
States Code, to provide for the use of 
gold in the metal content of the Medal 
of Honor. 

S. 368 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 368, a bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to enhance the COPS ON THE 
BEAT grant program, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 369 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
369, a bill to provide for a medal of ap-
propriate design to be awarded by the 
President to the next of kin or other 
representative of those individuals 
killed as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001. 

S. 469 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) and the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 469, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
make permanent the special rule for 
contributions of qualified conservation 
contributions. 

S. 474 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA), the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. ALLARD), the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND), the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), 
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BURR), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. COLEMAN), the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), 
the Senator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN), 
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY), 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HAGEL), the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH), the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. LOTT), 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ), the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL), the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. MCCONNELL), the Sen-

ator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), 
the Senator from Alaska (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON), the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. NELSON), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR), 
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS), the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
SHELBY), the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH), the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. TESTER), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. THOMAS), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
THUNE), the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WARNER), the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB), the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the 
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER), 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), 
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. REID), the Senator 
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) and the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 474, a bill to 
award a congressional gold medal to 
Michael Ellis DeBakey, M.D. 

S. 491 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 491, a bill to clarify the rules 
of origin for certain textile and apparel 
products. 

S. 579 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 579, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize the Di-
rector of the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences to make 
grants for the development and oper-
ation of research centers regarding en-
vironmental factors that may be re-
lated to the etiology of breast cancer. 

S. 580 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 580, a bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to require the Sec-
retary of the Interior to update the fea-
sibility and suitability studies of four 
national historic trails, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 604 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 604, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to limit in-
creases in the certain costs of health 
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care services under the health care pro-
grams of the Department of Defense, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 626 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
626, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for arthritis re-
search and public health, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 638 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 638, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for 
collegiate housing and infrastructure 
grants. 

S. 644 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
644, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to recodify as part of that 
title certain educational assistance 
programs for members of the reserve 
components of the Armed Forces, to 
improve such programs, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 694 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
694, a bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue regulations to 
reduce the incidence of child injury 
and death occurring inside or outside 
of light motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 721 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 

of the Senator from Washington (Mrs. 
MURRAY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 721, a bill to allow travel between 
the United States and Cuba. 

S. 749 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-

ida, the name of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 749, a bill to modify the 
prohibition on recognition by United 
States courts of certain rights relating 
to certain marks, trade names, or com-
mercial names. 

S. 773 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
773, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow Federal ci-
vilian and military retirees to pay 
health insurance premiums on a pretax 
basis and to allow a deduction for 
TRICARE supplemental premiums. 

S. 823 
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
823, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to facilitating 
the development of microbicides for 
preventing transmission of HIV/AIDS 
and other diseases, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 829 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 

CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 829, a bill to reauthorize the HOPE 
VI program for revitalization of se-
verely distressed public housing, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 881 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 881, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
and modify the railroad track mainte-
nance credit. 

S. 935 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-

ida, the name of the Senator from 
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 935, a bill to repeal the 
requirement for reduction of survivor 
annuities under the Survivor Benefit 
Plan by veterans’ dependency and in-
demnity compensation, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 489 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 489 proposed to S. Con. 
Res. 21, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 491 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 491 proposed 
to S. Con. Res. 21, an original concur-
rent resolution setting forth the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 504 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY), the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mrs. LINCOLN), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), 
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BIDEN), the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) and the 
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER) 
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 504 proposed to S. Con. Res. 
21, an original concurrent resolution 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012. 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 504 proposed to S. Con. 
Res. 21, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 511 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 511 proposed to S. 

Con. Res. 21, an original concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 517 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER) and the Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
517 proposed to S. Con. Res. 21, an 
original concurrent resolution setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2008 and including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2007 
and 2009 through 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 518 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS), the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), 
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WARNER), the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. MARTINEZ), the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) and the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
518 intended to be proposed to S. Con. 
Res. 21, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 521 

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 521 intended 
to be proposed to S. Con. Res. 21, an 
original concurrent resolution setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2008 and including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2007 
and 2009 through 2012. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. LOTT, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN, and 
Mrs. LINCOLN): 

S. 958. A bill to establish an adoles-
cent literacy program; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, today 
Senator MURRAY and I are pleased to 
introduce the Striving Readers Act, for 
the eight million middle and high 
school students across this country 
who are not reading well enough to 
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succeed in school. I thank Senator 
MURRAY for her longstanding leader-
ship on this issue, as well as the Alli-
ance for Excellent Education, the 
International Reading Association, and 
the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals. I also thank my col-
leagues, Republican and Democrat, 
who have agreed to cosponsor the bill 
Senator COCHRAN, Senator KERRY, Sen-
ator LOTT, Senator AKAKA, Senator 
BURR, Senator DODD, Senator DOMEN-
ICI, Senator BINGAMAN, and Senator 
LINCOLN. I thank them for their sup-
port and for demonstrating that im-
proving reading and writing in every 
grade is something we all can get be-
hind. 

This important bill will help schools 
in every State ensure our adolescents 
read and write well enough to learn in 
school, graduate on time, and succeed 
in college and the workplace. Better 
literacy is the cornerstone to improv-
ing student achievement in all sub-
jects, lowering dropout rates, and en-
suring students do well when they go 
on to college or the workforce. A re-
cent study by the American College 
Testing Program (ACT) found that stu-
dents with better literacy skills in high 
school do better in their math, science, 
and social studies courses both in high 
school and in college. 

The Striving Readers Act marks an 
important effort to improve reading for 
the older student. Last year, Congress 
appropriated $1 billion for the Reading 
First program available for every State 
to ensure children read by the third 
grade. That was an important step, and 
we have seen 4th grade reading scores 
rise nationally because of it. However, 
research shows that many readers who 
test well in 4th grade do not carry that 
knowledge into upper grades. We must 
not risk squandering the investment 
Congress has already made for younger 
students. 

Seventy percent of our middle and 
high school students read below grade 
level. That means we must continue 
our support for ongoing programs that 
reflect the needs of the older student 
for more advanced vocabulary and 
comprehension skills. All students, 
throughout their K–12 educational ex-
perience, deserve adequate support to 
ensure they graduate on time with ap-
propriate skills and knowledge that 
meet the demands of the 21st century. 

To be sure, some problems with the 
Reading First program have surfaced. 
Let me assure you that the Striving 
Readers bill addresses those problems 
to ensure the law and its implementa-
tion are fair, transparent, and driven 
by research, not special interests. In-
terestingly, many in my State have 
told me that the law is good and show-
ing results; the problems have come 
with poor implementation. 

Low literacy skills don’t just cost 
the student; they cost our economy be-
cause students don’t learn what they 
should in school. The National Center 
for Education Statistics found that 53 
percent of undergraduates require re-

mediation. One-half of these students 
required a remedial writing course, and 
35 percent took remedial reading. That 
means community colleges spend $1.4 
billion every year catching kids up to 
where they should have been when they 
graduated. The Mackinac Center for 
Public Policy reports an estimated 
$16.6 billion in remediation costs to the 
U.S. economy each year. This means 
that America’s businesses and colleges 
are spending $16.6 billion teaching high 
school graduates skills they should 
have learned in high school. 

America’s declining competitiveness 
in the global economy is due in part to 
sub-par literacy skills. International 
comparisons of reading performance 
placed American 11th graders close to 
the bottom, behind students from the 
Philippines, Indonesia, Brazil, and 
other developing nations. Our high 
school graduates continue to lag, as 
employers move jobs overseas, not for 
the low-cost labor alone, but also to 
tap into the highly literate, motivated, 
and technologically skilled workers 
that other nations can offer them. 

The Striving Readers Act will help 
our Nation raise its literacy levels and 
compete in a global arena. We can do 
this. Research shows that adolescents 
with lagging literacy skills can master 
college material if they receive good 
literacy instruction in school. 

Specifically, the Striving Readers 
bill would do the following: 

Help States create statewide literacy 
initiatives, share data on student 
progress with parents and the public, 
and improve teacher training and pro-
fessional development in literacy so 
that all students receive high quality 
instruction. 

Help districts and schools create 
plans to improve literacy, including 
targeted interventions for students far 
below grade level, top notch assess-
ments for all students, training for 
teachers in every subject to incor-
porate literacy strategies, and regular 
data to improve teaching and learning. 

Allow districts and schools to hire 
and place literacy coaches, train par-
ents to support the literacy develop-
ment of their child, and connect learn-
ing inside the classroom with learning 
that takes place outside the classroom. 

Ensure States, districts, and schools 
participate in a rigorous evaluation 
that demonstrates student progress. 

Require the Federal Government to 
complete an overall evaluation of the 
program to determine its impact on 
the Nation’s middle and high schools. 

I am proud to say that my State has 
been working on this issue for a long 
time. In 1998 Alabama launched the 
Alabama Reading Initiative (ARI), a 
statewide program designed to ensure 
every student in grades K to 12 is pro-
ficient in reading. We provide ongoing, 
research-based training to teachers in 
all subjects so that every educator can 
help students struggling to read. For-
tunately, the Alabama Reading Initia-
tive is now in every elementary school 
in the State. Unfortunately, fewer mid-

dle and high schools have been able to 
take part, due to limited funding. This 
is true in other States as well. 

For those schools in the program we 
have seen great gains. ARI schools 
have made great progress, and those 
that have had the benefit of additional 
funding from the Federal Reading First 
program have shown even more rapid, 
dramatic gains. Many of you have 
heard of the outstanding impact of the 
Alabama Reading Initiative, primarily 
for younger children. It is time for us 
to develop new methods to meet the 
needs of students in the upper grades 
who are reading and writing below 
grade level. I applaud Alabama’s lead-
ership on this important issue as they 
work to expand the Alabama Reading 
Initiative into middle and high schools, 
and I am honored to offer legislation to 
promote this effort on the national 
level. I would like to thank Governor 
Riley for his commitment to the Ala-
bama Reading Initiative, and Dr. Kath-
erine Mitchell, whose enthusiasm and 
hard work has made the success of ARI 
a reality for Alabama’s children. Ala-
bama has become a model for the Na-
tion, and I am so proud of the progress 
they have made. 

The Federal Government cannot and 
should assume the responsibility for 
education from the States. But we can 
develop research, supply seed money, 
and provide leadership to help States 
make advancements, without unneces-
sary mandates. We can leverage suc-
cess in places like Alabama to shine a 
light for others. 

We know that, given the right in-
struction and opportunity, children 
can learn to read and write well and 
use that knowledge to achieve at high-
er levels of education. I hope that our 
colleagues in the Senate will join Sen-
ator MURRAY and me in supporting the 
Striving Readers Act. And I hope we 
will authorize Striving Readers as part 
of No Child Left Behind so that chil-
dren in every State have the reading 
skills they need to succeed in school, 
college, and the workplace. 

Ms. MURRAY. Mr. President, today 
Senator SESSIONS and I are pleased to 
introduce the Striving Readers Act. 
This bipartisan bill will help America’s 
middle and high school students gain 
the literacy skills they need to succeed 
in school and graduate ready for col-
lege and the workplace. 

I want to thank Senator SESSIONS for 
his work on this issue and for shining a 
light on his State’s success in raising 
literacy achievement. I also want to 
thank our original cosponsors Senators 
AKAKA, BINGAMAN, DODD, KERRY, LIN-
COLN, BURR, COCHRAN, DOMENICI, and 
LOTT for partnering with us. Finally, I 
offer thanks to our staff, Kathryn 
Young and Liz Stillwell, who have 
worked on this bill, and the Alliance 
for Excellent Education, the Inter-
national Reading Association, and the 
National Association of Secondary 
School Principals for their work. 

Our bill addresses a serious problem. 
Today 8 million middle and high school 
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students across the Nation cannot read 
well enough to succeed in school. This 
contributes to their likelihood to dis-
engage and drop out. Those that do 
graduate too often falter when they 
begin college or work and then need re-
mediation. 

All around the country educators and 
stakeholders are working to improve 
literacy, and this bill gives us a way to 
support their efforts. We know that lit-
eracy is at the base of every academic 
subject, and it is crucial to student 
academic success. 

Our bill will engage and reinvigorate 
those students on the brink of failure. 
The Striving Readers Act constitutes a 
comprehensive effort to give States, 
districts, and schools the resources 
they need to ensure every student 
reads and writes well enough to suc-
ceed. It would provide grants to every 
State to develop State literacy initia-
tives that guide and support districts 
and schools to improve reading and 
writing. It would provide grants to dis-
tricts and schools to assist students 
who are below grade level and to train 
teachers in core subjects in literacy 
strategies for all students. It would 
also provide new information on what 
works for struggling readers by con-
ducting evaluations of programs. 

This bill could not come at a more 
important time. In Washington State, 
66 percent of 8th graders read below 
‘‘Proficient’’ on the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress. These 
students, who are at the bottom in 
terms of achievement, are more likely 
to drop out than those at the top. 
Among this group, minority students’ 
scores are of particular concern. Sev-
enty-three percent of Washington 
State’s African-American students and 
85 percent of Hispanic students read 
below the ‘‘Proficient’’ level. These 
students are falling behind, and they 
need our support. 

I’m pleased to report that my State 
has made great efforts to remedy the 
problem of low literacy levels. My 
State launched the Washington State 
Reading Initiative in 2003 to provide 
support to struggling readers in every 
grade, including middle and high 
school. Since then, our K–12 Reading 
Model has attracted national attention 
as a systematic reform model. Our pro-
gram includes statewide training for 
teachers to identify and provide inter-
vention for students at all grade levels. 
My State trains teachers in all subjects 
to teach reading strategies to students. 
And my State provides guidance to 
teachers and administrators for apply-
ing best practices in classrooms. But 
they should not have to continue these 
efforts alone. 

The challenges we face in Wash-
ington are not unique; every State 
struggles with adolescent literacy. Na-
tionally 71 percent of 8th graders and 
65 percent of 12th graders read below 
grade level. It should not surprise us, 
then, that only 34 percent of American 
teenagers graduate with the skills they 
need to do well in college or in the 
workforce. 

If we are to remain globally competi-
tive, Congress must authorize and fund 
a significant adolescent literacy in-
vestment for every State. The Striving 
Readers Act would fulfill this need. As 
a country, we currently only substan-
tially support reading initiatives 
through the third grade. International 
comparisons of reading performance 
placed American 11th graders close to 
the bottom, behind students from the 
Philippines, Indonesia, Brazil, and 
other developing nations. The Striving 
Readers Act will help support these 
middle and high schoolers and help our 
Nation raise its literacy levels to com-
pete in a global market. 

Students are not the only ones who 
pay the price for low literacy achieve-
ment. With every student who falls be-
hind, our economy suffers. The Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics 
found that 53 percent of undergradu-
ates require remediation. One-half of 
these students required a remedial 
writing course, and 35 percent took re-
medial reading. That means commu-
nity colleges spend $1.4 billion every 
year catching kids up to where they 
should have been when they graduated. 
The Mackinac Center for Public Policy 
reports that America’s businesses and 
colleges are spending $16.6 billion each 
year to teach graduates what they 
should have learned in middle and high 
school. This is a costly consequence of 
failing to intervene in a timely man-
ner. We must not continue to make 
this mistake at the expense of stu-
dents’ futures. 

The good news is that research shows 
we can help struggling students make 
progress. For example, research shows 
that adolescents with lagging literacy 
skills can master college material if 
they receive high quality literacy in-
struction in school. In fact, a recent 
study by ACT found that students with 
better literacy skills in high school do 
better in their math, science, and so-
cial studies courses—both in high 
school and in college. Better literacy is 
the foundation for improving student 
achievement in all subjects, lowering 
dropout rates, and ensuring students do 
well when they go on to college or the 
workforce. The Striving Readers bill 
provides a path for this. 

Specifically, the Striving Readers 
bill would: Help States create state-
wide literacy initiatives, share data on 
student progress to parents and the 
public, and improve teacher training 
and professional development in lit-
eracy so that all students receive high 
quality instruction. 

Help districts and schools create 
plans to improve literacy, including 
targeted interventions for students 
way below grade level, top notch as-
sessments for all students, training for 
teachers in every subject to incor-
porate literacy strategies, and regular 
data to improve teaching and learning. 

Allow districts and schools to hire 
and place literacy coaches, train par-
ents to support the literacy develop-
ment of their child, or connect learning 

inside the classroom with learning that 
takes place outside the classroom. 

Ensure States, districts, and schools 
participate in a rigorous evaluation 
that demonstrates student progress. 

Require the Federal Government to 
complete an overall evaluation of the 
program to determine its impact on 
the Nation’s middle and high schools. 

The Striving Readers Act comprises 
a necessary and urgent investment in 
adolescent students. We created the 
Reading First program to strengthen 
students’ reading skills in the elemen-
tary grades. While I do have major con-
cerns with the implementation of this 
program, the intent of the law and the 
commitment to elementary reading 
skills is undoubtedly positive. But with 
reading proficiency stagnating after 
4th grade, it is clear that we need a sig-
nificant investment in the higher 
grades as well. In crafting the Striving 
Readers bill, we took steps to correct 
and guard against implementation con-
cerns, and I believe that this bill will 
provide the critical resources, training, 
and evaluation to implement high 
quality adolescent literacy initiatives 
around the country. 

I introduced the PASS Act, first in 
2003, and in subsequent legislation, to 
take a comprehensive approach to im-
proving student achievement in our 
Nation’s high schools, including use of 
literacy and math coaches, as well as 
research-based support for high schools 
with the most need. The Striving Read-
ers Act will complement this and allow 
States and schools to effectively ad-
dress the literacy needs of adolescents 
in 4th grade and up. 

Now is the time to invest in literacy 
for older students and make their suc-
cess a reality. This issue cannot wait 
any longer. I hope that my colleagues 
in the Senate will join Senator SES-
SIONS and me in supporting the Striv-
ing Readers Act. And I hope we will au-
thorize Striving Readers as part of No 
Child Left Behind so that children in 
every State have the reading skills 
they need to succeed in school, college, 
and the workplace. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, 
Mr. REID, Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
DODD, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 959. A bill to award grant to enable 
Teach for America, Inc., to implement 
and expand its teaching program; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to in-
crease the number of high-need school 
districts and communities served by 
Teach For America. My legislation will 
address the need to build a pipeline of 
talented teachers to prepare our chil-
dren to compete in the global economy. 

As the teaching population ages, 
more and more schools will face sig-
nificant shortages of qualified and mo-
tivated teachers. Schools across the 
country will need to replace at least 1 
million teachers over the next ten 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3612 March 22, 2007 
years. Our Nation’s inner cities and 
rural communities will be even harder 
hit as their teachers move to suburban 
schools or leave the teaching profes-
sion altogether. That is why I am spon-
soring the Teach For America Act. 

Teach For America is the national 
corps of exceptional recent college 
graduates of all academic majors who 
commit two years to teach in public 
schools. Teach For America’s corps 
members and alumni become lifelong 
leaders in the effort to ensure that all 
children in our Nation have an equal 
chance to succeed in life. Since its in-
ception in 1990, more than 12,000 indi-
viduals have joined Teach For Amer-
ica, directly impacting the lives of over 
2 million students in under-resourced 
schools across the country. 

This legislation will help Teach For 
America grow to over 7,500 corps mem-
bers in 32 communities teaching over 
600,000 low-income students every day. 
It will do so by providing funding for 
Teach For America to expand its pro-
gram of recruiting, selecting, training, 
and supporting new teachers. 

Teach For America’s alumni lead the 
way for fundamental long-term change 
across the country. After their two 
years of service, 63 percent of Teach 
For America alumni remain in edu-
cation as teachers, principals, school 
founders and policy advisors. Others, 
equipped with insight gained through 
their classroom experience, go on to 
work in a variety of fields—including 
law, medicine, and social work—and 
continue to increase opportunities for 
children living in low-income commu-
nities. 

The Teach For America Act address-
es the need to effectively build a corps 
of dedicated, talented college grad-
uates to teach and make a lasting im-
pact in our underserved communities. I 
am hopeful that my Senate colleagues 
from both sides of the aisle will join 
me in moving this legislation to the 
floor without delay. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, 
Mr. SPECTER, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BIDEN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. KENNEDY, and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 960. A bill to establish the United 
States Public Service Academy; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that will 
create an undergraduate institution de-
signed to cultivate a generation of 
young leaders dedicated to public serv-
ice. The United States Public Service 
Academy Act, (The PSA Act), will form 
a national academy to serve as an ex-
traordinary example of effective, na-
tional public education. 

The tragic events of September 11 
and the devastation of natural disas-
ters such as Hurricanes Katrina and 
Rita underscore how much our Nation 
depends on strong public institutions 
and competent civilian leadership at 
all levels of society. 

We must take a step forward in the 
110th Congress with a positive agenda 
to ensure competent civilian leadership 
and improve our Nation’s ability to re-
spond to future emergencies and to 
confront daily challenges. That is why 
Senator SPECTER and I have come to-
gether to sponsor the PSA Act. 

This legislation will create the U.S. 
Public Service Academy to groom fu-
ture public servants and build a corps 
of capable civilian leaders. Modeled 
after the military service academies, 
this academy will provide a four-year, 
federally-subsidized college education 
for more than 5,000 students a year in 
exchange for a five year commitment 
to public service. 

The PSA Act will meet critical na-
tional needs as the baby-boomer gen-
eration approaches retirement. Al-
ready, studies show looming shortages 
in the Federal civil service, public edu-
cation, law enforcement, the non-profit 
sector and other essential areas. Acad-
emy graduates will help to fill the void 
in public service our Nation will soon 
face by serving for five years in areas 
such as public education, public health, 
and law enforcement. 

Unfortunately our young people are 
priced out of public service careers all 
too often with the average college 
graduate owing more than $20,000 in 
student loans. A recent study con-
ducted by the Higher Education Re-
search Institute found that more than 
two-thirds of the 2005 freshman class 
expressed a desire to serve others, the 
highest rate in a generation. By pro-
viding a service-oriented education at 
no cost to the student, the PSA Act 
will tap into the strong desire to serve 
that already exists among college stu-
dents while erasing the burden of enor-
mous college debt. 

The establishment of a United States 
Public Service Academy is an innova-
tive way to strengthen and protect 
America by creating a corps of well- 
trained, highly-qualified civilian lead-
ers. I am hopeful that my Senate col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle will 
join me today to move this legislation 
to the floor without delay. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. 
OBAMA, and Mr. WEBB): 

S. 962. A bill to amend the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 to reauthorize and 
improve the carbon capture and stor-
age research, development, and dem-
onstration program of the Department 
of Energy and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be able to introduce the De-
partment of Energy Carbon Capture 
and Storage Research, Development, 
and Demonstration Act of 2007, along 
with my co-sponsors, Senators DOMEN-
ICI, TESTER, BUNNING, SALAZAR, OBAMA, 
and WEBB. This bipartisan bill reau-
thorizes and improves the carbon cap-
ture and storage program at the De-

partment of Energy that was first ex-
plicitly authorized in the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005. With the attention that 
the topic of global warming has been 
getting, it is becoming ever clearer 
that we need answers to the practical 
questions of what needs to occur so 
that we can decide on the role that car-
bon capture and storage will play in 
our future energy system. This bill, as 
well as a bill that has previously been 
referred to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, S. 731, begins to 
lay the foundation for a bipartisan and 
effective approach to these issues. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 962 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Energy Carbon Capture and Storage Re-
search, Development, and Demonstration 
Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE RE-

SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM. 

Section 963 of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16293) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘AND STORAGE RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, AND DEMONSTRATION’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘research and develop-

ment’’ and inserting ‘‘and storage research, 
development, and demonstration’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘capture technologies on 
combustion-based systems’’ and inserting 
‘‘capture and storage technologies related to 
energy systems’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) to expedite and carry out large-scale 

testing of carbon sequestration systems in a 
range of geological formations that will pro-
vide information on the cost and feasibility 
of deployment of sequestration tech-
nologies.’’; and 

(4) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(c) PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES.— 
‘‘(1) ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

UNDERLYING CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE 
TECHNOLOGIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
carry out fundamental science and engineer-
ing research (including laboratory-scale ex-
periments, numeric modeling, and simula-
tions) to develop and document the perform-
ance of new approaches to capture and store 
carbon dioxide. 

‘‘(B) PROGRAM INTEGRATION.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that fundamental re-
search carried out under this paragraph is 
appropriately applied to energy technology 
development activities and the field testing 
of carbon sequestration activities, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(i) development of new or improved tech-
nologies for the capture of carbon dioxide; 

‘‘(ii) modeling and simulation of geological 
sequestration field demonstrations; and 

‘‘(iii) quantitative assessment of risks re-
lating to specific field sites for testing of se-
questration technologies. 
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‘‘(2) FIELD VALIDATION TESTING ACTIVI-

TIES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

mote, to the maximum extent practicable, 
regional carbon sequestration partnerships 
to conduct geologic sequestration tests in-
volving carbon dioxide injection and moni-
toring, mitigation, and verification oper-
ations in a variety of candidate geological 
settings, including— 

‘‘(i) operating oil and gas fields; 
‘‘(ii) depleted oil and gas fields; 
‘‘(iii) unmineable coal seams; 
‘‘(iv) saline formations; and 
‘‘(v) deep geologic systems that may be 

used as engineered reservoirs to extract eco-
nomical quantities of heat from geothermal 
resources of low permeability or porosity. 

‘‘(B) OBJECTIVES.—The objectives of tests 
conducted under this paragraph shall be— 

‘‘(i) to develop and validate geophysical 
tools, analysis, and modeling to monitor, 
predict, and verify carbon dioxide contain-
ment; 

‘‘(ii) to validate modeling of geological for-
mations; 

‘‘(iii) to refine storage capacity estimated 
for particular geological formations; 

‘‘(iv) to determine the fate of carbon diox-
ide concurrent with and following injection 
into geological formations; 

‘‘(v) to develop and implement best prac-
tices for operations relating to, and moni-
toring of, injection and storage of carbon di-
oxide in geologic formations; 

‘‘(vi) to assess and ensure the safety of op-
erations related to geological storage of car-
bon dioxide; and 

‘‘(vii) to allow the Secretary to promulgate 
policies, procedures, requirements, and guid-
ance to ensure that the objectives of this 
subparagraph are met in large-scale testing 
and deployment activities for carbon capture 
and storage that are funded by the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

‘‘(3) LARGE-SCALE TESTING AND DEPLOY-
MENT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct not less than 7 initial large-volume se-
questration tests for geological containment 
of carbon dioxide (at least 1 of which shall be 
international in scope) to validate informa-
tion on the cost and feasibility of commer-
cial deployment of technologies for geologi-
cal containment of carbon dioxide. 

‘‘(B) DIVERSITY OF FORMATIONS TO BE STUD-
IED.—In selecting formations for study under 
this paragraph, the Secretary shall consider 
a variety of geological formations across the 
United States, and require characterization 
and modeling of candidate formations, as de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(4) PREFERENCE IN PROJECT SELECTION 
FROM MERITORIOUS PROPOSALS.—In making 
competitive awards under this subsection, 
subject to the requirements of section 989, 
the Secretary shall give preference to pro-
posals from partnerships among industrial, 
academic, and government entities. 

‘‘(5) COST SHARING.—Activities under this 
subsection shall be considered research and 
development activities that are subject to 
the cost-sharing requirements of section 
988(b). 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

‘‘(1) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(2) $105,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
‘‘(3) $120,000,000 for fiscal year 2009.’’. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 
S. 963. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of Education to make grants to 
educational organizations to carry out 
educational programs about the Holo-

caust; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Simon 
Wiesenthal Holocaust Education As-
sistance Act. This important legisla-
tion would provide competitive grants 
for educational organizations to make 
Holocaust education more accessible 
and available throughout this Nation. 

I would like to thank Senators LAU-
TENBERG and SPECTER for co-sponsoring 
this bill, and I commend my former 
colleague in the House, Congress-
woman MALONEY, for her leadership on 
this issue. 

In January, the United Nations held 
a ceremony to commemorate the 62nd 
anniversary of the liberation of Ausch-
witz and the second annual Inter-
national Day of Commemoration in 
memory of the victims of the Holo-
caust. This event served as a reminder 
that people of all faiths strongly con-
demn the systematic, state sponsored 
genocide conducted by the Nazi regime. 

We will forever remember the ap-
proximately six million Jewish men, 
women and children, as well as mil-
lions of others who faced persecution 
and death. And we extend our gratitude 
to all who risked their lives trying to 
save others. We also honor Simon 
Wiesenthal, who dedicated his life to 
making sure that those who per-
petrated the horrors of the Holocaust 
were brought to justice. 

After six decades, many of our youth 
may view the Holocaust as an event 
that occurred in the distant past. But 
the truth is this issue is part of our 
present day society. 

Just 3 months ago, Iran held a con-
ference in Tehran to debate whether or 
not the Holocaust actually happened, 
and the Iranian government has estab-
lished a fact finding commission to ex-
amine the issue further. Such des-
picable acts are an insult to the mil-
lions of people who were brutalized and 
murdered by the Nazis and to all who 
stand against genocide around the 
world. Clearly, false and destructive 
messages regarding the Holocaust are 
still being perpetuated, and such 
events highlight the importance of Hol-
ocaust education abroad and within 
our own Nation. 

Unfortunately, we have also seen 
that anti-Semitism continues to 
threaten the safety and well-being of 
Jewish men and women throughout the 
world. In February, a Polish member of 
the European Parliament published a 
booklet espousing anti-Jewish senti-
ments, and in Croatia, an investigation 
has begun after small sugar packets 
bearing Hitler’s image and containing 
Holocaust jokes were found in some 
cafés. These tragic events underscore 
the need to be proactive in combating 
such bigotry and educating our youth. 

Although some States now require 
the Holocaust to be taught in public 
schools, the Simon Wiesenthal Holo-
caust Education Assistance Act goes 
further and makes grants available to 
organizations that instruct students, 

teachers, and communities about the 
dangers of hate and the importance of 
tolerance in our society. This legisla-
tion would give educators the appro-
priate resources and training to teach 
accurate historical information about 
the Holocaust and convey the lessons 
that the Holocaust can teach us today. 

We must recognize that by remem-
bering the millions who were murdered 
in the Holocaust, we create a sense of 
responsibility to stop genocide wher-
ever it takes place. 

It is in our common interest to raise 
our voices against anti-Semitism and 
against all hatred and discrimination. 
Funding accurate educational pro-
grams on the Holocaust is a step to-
ward winning this battle. 

So as America stands with Israel and 
all followers of the Jewish faith in con-
demning anti-Semitism, let us do ev-
erything in our power to end discrimi-
nation and educate future generations 
about the danger of hatred and bigotry. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

By Mr. AKAKA: 
S. 967. A bill to amend chapter 41 of 

title 5, United States Code, to provide 
for the establishment and authoriza-
tion of funding for certain training pro-
grams for supervisors of Federal em-
ployees; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to reintroduce the Federal Su-
pervisor Training Act to enhance Fed-
eral employee and manager perform-
ance, and, in turn, agency performance. 

Our Nation’s public servants admin-
ister a vast array of programs designed 
to meet the needs of the citizens of this 
country, and indeed the world. These 
employees deserve the support and 
guidance of trained managers who em-
power them to perform effectively. 
Furthermore, employees must have a 
clear understanding of their roles and 
responsibilities. Training programs 
help managers and supervisors improve 
their communication skills and pro-
mote stronger manager-employee rela-
tionships. 

While the Federal Government en-
courages management and supervisory 
training, the development and imple-
mentation of training programs is left 
to the discretion of individual agen-
cies. This leads to inconsistent guid-
ance on training and sometimes inad-
equate training due to an agency’s 
other priorities and limited resources. 
Meaningful training matters. Training 
should not be discretionary for agen-
cies. 

Given the growing number of Federal 
managers who are eligible to retire, 
and the need to attract a robust, well- 
skilled workforce, it is important that 
employees, who are expected to man-
age and supervise, have the tools to do 
so effectively. 

In January 2007, the Office of Per-
sonnel Management (OPM) released the 
2006 Federal Human Capital Survey, 
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which showed that the federal govern-
ment’s employees and senior managers 
and leaders still face communication 
problems. For example, according to 
the survey: only 49 percent of Federal 
employees have a high level of respect 
for senior leaders in their agencies, 
only 41 percent say they are satisfied 
with their leaders’ policies and prac-
tices, and only 47 percent of Federal 
employees said they were satisfied with 
the information they get from manage-
ment. 

Upon the release of the survey, OPM 
Director Linda Springer wrote, ‘‘As 
many senior leaders retire, the Federal 
Government also faces a challenge— 
and opportunity—to improve the effec-
tiveness of the leadership corps across 
Government. We must develop the 
kinds of leaders who can ensure a tal-
ented and committed Federal work-
force now and in the future. Our lead-
ers will need to adapt the workplaces 
and opportunities they offer to attract 
the best and the brightest from diverse 
talent pools.’’ 

Good leadership begins with strong 
management training. It is time to en-
sure that Federal managers receive ap-
propriate training to supervise federal 
employees. I believe the Federal Super-
visor Training Act will help us reach 
that goal. My bill will bridge the train-
ing gap that exists now and help ensure 
that Federal managers have the nec-
essary skills to communicate with and 
manage Federal employees. 

The Federal Supervisor Training Act 
has three major training components. 
First, the bill will require that new su-
pervisors receive training in the initial 
12 months on the job, with mandatory 
retraining every three years on how to 
work with employees to develop per-
formance expectations and evaluate 
employees. Current managers will have 
three years to obtain their initial 
training. Second, the bill requires men-
toring for new supervisors and training 
on how to mentor employees. Third, 
the measure requires training on the 
laws governing and the procedures for 
enforcing whistleblower and anti-dis-
crimination rights. 

In addition, my bill will: set stand-
ards that supervisors should meet in 
order to manage employees effectively, 
assess a manager’s ability to meet 
these standards, and provide training 
to improve areas identified in per-
sonnel assessments. 

I am delighted by the support my bill 
has received from the Government 
Managers Coalition, which represents 
members of the Senior Executives As-
sociation, the Federal Managers Asso-
ciation, the Professional Managers As-
sociation, the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration Managers Association, and 
the National Council of Social Security 
Management Associations; the Amer-
ican Federation of Government Em-
ployees; the National Treasury Em-
ployees Union; the International Fed-
eration of Professional and Technical 
Engineers; the AFL–CIO, Metal Trades 
Department, as well as the Partnership 
for Public Service. I believe this broad 
support, from employee unions to man-

agement associations to outside good 
government groups demonstrates the 
need of mandatory training programs 
and passage of this bill. I urge my col-
leagues to support this important leg-
islation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 967 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Su-
pervisor Training Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. MANDATORY TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR 

SUPERVISORS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4121 of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) by inserting before ‘‘In consultation 

with’’ the following: 
‘‘(a) In this section, the term ‘supervisor’ 

means— 
‘‘(1) a supervisor as defined under section 

7103(a)(10); 
‘‘(2) a management official as defined 

under section 7103(a)(11); and 
‘‘(3) any other employee as the Office of 

Personnel Management may by regulation 
prescribe.’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘In consultation with’’ and 
inserting ‘‘(b) Under operating standards 
promulgated by, and in consultation with,’’; 
and 

(3) by striking paragraph (2) (of the matter 
redesignated as subsection (b) as a result of 
the amendment under paragraph (2) of this 
subsection) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(2)(A) a program to provide interactive 
instructor-based training to supervisors on 
actions, options, and strategies a supervisor 
may use in— 

‘‘(i) developing and discussing relevant 
goals and objectives together with the em-
ployee, communicating and discussing 
progress relative to performance goals and 
objectives and conducting performance ap-
praisals; 

‘‘(ii) mentoring and motivating employees 
and improving employee performance and 
productivity; 

‘‘(iii) effectively managing employees with 
unacceptable performance; 

‘‘(iv) addressing reports of a hostile work 
environment, reprisal, or harassment of, or 
by, another supervisor or employee; and 

‘‘(v) otherwise carrying out the duties or 
responsibilities of a supervisor; 

‘‘(B) a program to provide interactive in-
structor-based training to supervisors on the 
prohibited personnel practices under section 
2302 (particularly with respect to such prac-
tices described under subsection (b)(1) and (8) 
of that section) and the procedures and proc-
esses used to enforce employee rights; and 

‘‘(C) a program under which experienced 
supervisors mentor new supervisors by— 

‘‘(i) transferring knowledge and advice in 
areas such as communication, critical think-
ing, responsibility, flexibility, motivating 
employees, teamwork, and professional de-
velopment; and 

‘‘(ii) pointing out strengths and areas for 
development. 

‘‘(c)(1) Not later than 1 year after the date 
on which an individual is appointed to the 
position of supervisor, that individual shall 
be required to have completed each program 
established under subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(2) After completion of a program under 
subsection (b)(2) (A) and (B), each supervisor 
shall be required to complete a program 
under subsection (b)(2) (A) and (B) at least 
once during each 3-year period. 

‘‘(3) Each program established under sub-
section (b)(2) shall include provisions under 
which credit shall be given for periods of 
similar training previously completed. 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding section 4118(c), the 
Office of Personnel Management shall pre-
scribe regulations to carry out this section, 
including the monitoring of agency compli-
ance with this section.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Office of Personnel Management shall pre-
scribe regulations in accordance with sub-
section (d) of section 4121 of title 5, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a) of 
this section. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act and apply 
to— 

(A) each individual appointed to the posi-
tion of a supervisor, as defined under section 
4121(a) of title 5, United States Code, (as 
added by subsection (a) of this section) on or 
after that effective date; and 

(B) each individual who is employed in the 
position of a supervisor on that effective 
date as provided under paragraph (2). 

(2) SUPERVISORS ON EFFECTIVE DATE.—Each 
individual who is employed in the position of 
a supervisor on the effective date of this sec-
tion shall be required to— 

(A) complete each program established 
under section 4121(b)(2) of title 5, United 
States Code (as added by subsection (a) of 
this section), not later than 3 years after the 
effective date of this section; and 

(B) complete programs every 3 years there-
after in accordance with section 4121(c) (2) 
and (3) of such title. 

SEC. 3. MANAGEMENT COMPETENCY STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 43 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 4305 as section 
4306; and 

(2) inserting after section 4304 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘§ 4305. Management competency standards 

‘‘(a) In this section, the term ‘supervisor’ 
means— 

‘‘(1) a supervisor as defined under section 
7103(a)(10); 

‘‘(2) a management official as defined 
under section 7103(a)(11); and 

‘‘(3) any other employee as the Office of 
Personnel Management may by regulation 
prescribe. 

‘‘(b) The Office of Personnel Management 
shall issue guidance to agencies on standards 
supervisors are expected to meet in order to 
effectively manage, and be accountable for 
managing, the performance of employees. 

‘‘(c) Each agency shall— 
‘‘(1) develop standards to assess the per-

formance of each supervisor and in devel-
oping such standards shall consider the guid-
ance developed by the Office of Personnel 
Management under subsection (b) and any 
other qualifications or factors determined by 
the agency; 

‘‘(2) assess the overall capacity of the su-
pervisors in the agency to meet the guidance 
developed by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment issued under subsection (b); and 

‘‘(3) develop and implement a supervisor 
training program to strengthen issues identi-
fied during such assessment. 

‘‘(d) Every year, or on any basis requested 
by the Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management, each agency shall submit a re-
port to the Office on the progress of the 
agency in implementing this section.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 
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(1) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-

tions for chapter 43 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 4305 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘4305. Management competency standards. 
‘‘4306. Regulations.’’. 

(2) REFERENCE.—Section 4304(b)(3) of title 
5, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 4305’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
4306’’. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. 
BROWN): 

S. 968. A bill to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to provide in-
creased assistance for the prevention, 
treatment, and control of tuberculosis, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today, I 
rise to introduce the bipartisan Stop 
TB Now Act of 2007. I am joined in this 
effort by Senators GORDON SMITH, DICK 
DURBIN, and SHERROD BROWN. 

For 8 years, I have worked with Sen-
ator SMITH to fight the spread of inter-
national tuberculosis. I appreciate his 
help on this bill. I am also grateful for 
the support of Senate Majority Whip 
DICK DURBIN, as well as Senator 
BROWN, who was the leader on inter-
national TB issues when he was a mem-
ber of the House of Representatives. 

The need for this legislation is clear. 
Tuberculosis kills 1.6 million people 
per year—1 person every 15 seconds. 
One-third of the world is infected with 
the bacteria that causes TB and an es-
timated 8.8 million individuals develop 
active TB each year. And tuberculosis 
is a leading cause of death among 
women of reproductive age and of peo-
ple who are HIV-positive. 

While developing nations are most 
heavily impacted by TB, there is also a 
concern here at home. My State of 
California has more TB cases than any 
other State in the country and 10 of the 
top 20 U.S. metro areas with the high-
est TB rates are in California. 

The best way to treat TB is through 
DOTS, which stands for directly ob-
served treatment, short course. This 
treatment ensures a steady and unin-
terrupted supply of drugs to prevent 
the spread of multi-drug resistant TB. 
It costs just $20–100 per person to treat 
regular TB with DOTS. But it costs 
1,400 times that amount to treat a per-
son with multi-drug resistant TB. 

Today, we face an even more dan-
gerous problem—the outbreak of ex-
tremely drug resistant TB. In some 
cases, this form of TB is untreatable. 
In one South African town, 53 TB pa-
tients were found to have XDR–TB. All 
but one died. We must fully fund inter-
national TB control efforts because 
drug-resistant TB happens when people 
fail to complete treatment. 

To stop the spread of tuberculosis, 
the international community came to-
gether last year to develop the Global 
Plan to Stop TB, a comprehensive as-
sessment of the resources and actions 
needed to cut the number of TB deaths 
in half by 2015. 

My bill will bring U.S. policy in line 
with this plan by authorizing $330 mil-
lion for fiscal year 2008 and $450 million 
for fiscal year 2009. for foreign assist-
ance programs that combat inter-
national TB. The bill also authorizes 
$70 million for fiscal year 2008 and $100 
million for fiscal year 2009 for the Cen-
ters for Disease Control programs to 
combat international TB. 

TB kills more people than any other 
curable disease in the world. We have a 
moral obligation to take the steps nec-
essary to meet this challenge. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 969. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to modify the defi-
nition of supervisor; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Re-empower-
ment of Skilled and Professional Em-
ployees and Construction 
Tradeworkers Act, or RESPECT Act, a 
bill to amend the National Labor Rela-
tions Act to modify the definition of 
supervisor. I am pleased to be joined by 
Senators DURBIN and KENNEDY as origi-
nal cosponsors and would like to ac-
knowledge Congressman ANDREWS for 
championing this legislation in the 
House of Representatives. 

The RESPECT Act would make vital 
changes to the definition of supervisor 
to ensure that no employee is unjustly 
denied his or her right to join a labor 
union. This is a very simple bill just 
four lines of text making a few defini-
tional changes to the National Labor 
Relations Act (NLRA). Yet the liveli-
hoods of thousands, possibly millions, 
of workers are at stake in those few 
lines. Workers designated as super-
visors may not join a union or engage 
in collective bargaining. As a result, 
some employers have sought to deny 
many workers their right to organize 
by unfairly classifying them as super-
visors. And unfortunately, President 
Bush’s appointees on the National 
Labor Relations Board (NLRB) have 
upheld these unfair classifications. 

The NLRB has struggled for years 
with the definition of supervisor. Twice 
in the last ten years, its attempts to 
define supervisory status have been re-
viewed and rejected by the Supreme 
Court. But despite this, the NLRB re-
fused to hear oral arguments for the 
three decisions it handed down last Oc-
tober—Oakwood Healthcare, Inc., Gold-
en Crest Healthcare Center, and Croft 
Metals, Inc. These decisions are known 
collectively as the Kentucky River de-
cisions, after the 2001 Supreme Court 
case of NLRB v. Kentucky River. 

The NLRB ruled that many charge 
nurses are supervisors, even though 
they have no authority to hire, fire, or 
discipline other employees. In the 
course of their responsibilities to pro-
vide the best care possible to their pa-
tients, many rank-and-file nurses occa-
sionally rotate through a limited over-
sight role, such as assigning other 

nurses to patients based on workload 
or a nurse’s particular specialty. But 
on a pretext as slim as that, employers 
would keep their workers from union-
izing altogether. 

In the Oakwood decision, the hospital 
argued that 127 of its 181 nurses were 
supervisors. Though the NLRB found 
that only 12 were in fact supervisors, 
its decision left the door open for wide-
spread abuse. Under its ruling, only 10 
percent of a worker’s time in a super-
visory capacity is enough to lock him 
or her out of a union. 

Following that precedent, another 
hospital declared a ludicrous number of 
its registered nurses to be super-
visors—and an NLRB Regional Direc-
tor agreed. 17 of 20 registered nurses in 
the Intensive Care Unit were declared 
supervisors; 6 of 7 in the Medical Unit; 
9 of 11 in Neonatal Intensive Care; and 
in the Inpatient Rehabilitation Unit— 
all 7. Fictitious classifications like 
these show just how far some will go to 
keep workers from bargaining fairly. 
And, sadly, they demonstrate just how 
far the NLRB will go to facilitate these 
false and unfair classifications. 

Though recent NLRB decisions have 
targeted nurses, the dangerous prece-
dent they set threatens the rights of 
workers in countless industries. The 
NLRB has opened a Pandora’s box: La-
borers who sometimes work with as-
sistants, or skilled craftsmen who take 
apprentices, can be barred from unions 
by the same false logic that prevents 
nurses from organizing. 

These decisions are written on more 
than paper. They’re written on real 
lives, on workers in the thousands and 
millions, on the dignity of their labor, 
the health of their children, and the se-
curity of their old age. For them, legal 
fiction becomes painful fact: Without 
their fair seat at the table, workers 
will possibly see lower wages, longer 
hours, more dangerous working condi-
tions, and threats to their healthcare 
and retirement. 

The services they provide will suffer 
as well. Take the case of nurses: Many 
fear retribution if they speak out on 
their own about unsafe practices that 
could endanger patients’ lives. Instead, 
many rely on their unions to provide a 
strong, unified voice for improved pa-
tient care. It’s in our interest to keep 
that voice strong—just one example of 
how healthy unions benefit us all. 

The bill introduced today, the RE-
SPECT Act, offers a commonsense step 
to protect workers’ rights. It deletes 
the terms ‘‘assign’’ and ‘‘responsibly to 
direct’’ from the definition of super-
visor—terms that the NLRB dras-
tically expanded to justify its rulings. 
The bill also would require that, to be 
classified as a supervisor, an employee 
must actually be one by specifying 
that an employee must spend the ma-
jority of his or her worktime in a su-
pervisory capacity. 

That’s hardly a radical innovation— 
in fact, it returns us to Congress’s 
original intent. In 1947, the Senate 
Committee Report on amendments to 
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the National Labor Relations Act stat-
ed that: 

the committee has not been unmindful of 
the fact that certain employees with minor 
supervisory duties have problems which may 
justify their inclusion in that act. It has 
therefore distinguished between straw 
bosses, leadmen, set-up men, and other 
minor supervisory employees, on the one 
hand, and the supervisor vested 
with. . .genuine management prerogatives. 

Clearly, Congress did not intend to 
deny the right to organize to those 
workers whose jobs require only occa-
sional and minor supervisory duties. 
The RESPECT Act restores that sen-
sible precedent. 

It’s not by chance that the rise of the 
labor movement coincided with the 
rise of the largest and strongest middle 
class the world has ever seen. The 
achievements of the labor unions have 
made it possible for many working men 
and women to send their children to 
college, to store up savings for sick-
ness, injury, and old age—to move from 
deprivation to dignity. The labor move-
ment greatly contributed to the 
strengthening of the American middle 
class. 

Organized labor was opposed at every 
step—sometimes by intimidation, 
sometimes by violence, sometimes by 
propaganda. Today it is opposed by spe-
cious reasoning and twisted definitions 
of a kind I’ve rarely seen in public life. 
I hope my colleagues will be moved to 
support this bill out of their respect for 
honesty alone. But add the fact that 
the security and dignity of so many of 
their constituents depend on the right 
to organize and bargain, and the case 
becomes as clear as day. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 969 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Re-em-
powerment of Skilled and Professional Em-
ployees and Construction Tradesworkers 
Act’’ or the ‘‘RESPECT Act’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL LABOR 

RELATIONS ACT. 
Section 2(11) of the National Labor Rela-

tions Act (29 U.S.C. 152(11)) is amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘and for a majority of the 

individual’s worktime’’ after ‘‘interest of the 
employer’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘assign,’’; and 
(3) by striking ‘‘or responsibly to direct 

them,’’. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to join Senator DODD and 
Senator KENNEDY in introducing the 
Re-empowerment of Skilled Profes-
sional Employees and Construction 
Tradesworkers Act, also known as the 
RESPECT Act. 

This legislation will amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act to modify 
the definition of ‘‘supervisor.’’ It is 
necessary because of recent rulings by 

the National Labor Relations Board, 
which has determined that millions of 
workers do not fall within the defini-
tion of ‘‘supervisor.’’ An employee who 
is deemed a ‘‘supervisor’’ under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act does not 
have collective bargaining rights or 
other labor protections. 

The NLRB rulings in these so-called 
Kentucky River cases have an enor-
mous impact on nurses. According to 
the amicus brief filed by the American 
Nurses Association and United Amer-
ican Nurses, AFL–CIO, in these cases, 
‘‘[o]f the more than 2.1 million people 
working as registered nurses in the 
United States in the year 2002, 15.6 per 
cent were union members. Registered 
nurses covered by a collective bar-
gaining agreement can earn approxi-
mately 11 per cent more per week than 
non-unionized nurses. . . .’’ 

There are 800,000 nurses in this coun-
try—40,000 nurses in my home State of 
Illinois alone. We owe it to these 
nurses to find a workable definition of 
the term ‘‘supervisor’’ so that they and 
other professional employees and con-
struction tradesworkers receive the 
labor protections that Congress in-
tended. 

The supervisor exclusion was created 
in 1947 when Congress adopted the 
Taft-Hartley amendments to the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. The Act 
defines ‘‘supervisor’’ as: 

[A]ny individual having authority, in the 
interest of the employer, to hire, transfer, 
suspend, lay off, recall, promote, discharge, 
assign, reward, or discipline other employ-
ees, or responsibly to direct them, or to ad-
just their grievances, or effectively to rec-
ommend such action, if in connection with 
the foregoing the exercise of such authority 
is not of a merely routine or clerical nature, 
but requires the use of independent judg-
ment. 

The interpretation and application of 
this definition has resulted in years of 
litigation before the NLRB and courts 
of appeals. The United States Supreme 
Court last spoke on the issue in 2001. In 
NLRB v. Kentucky River Community 
Care, Inc., 532 U.S. 706 (2001), it re-
viewed the Board’s test for determining 
supervisory status and rejected the 
Board’s interpretation. The Supreme 
Court’s decision left open the interpre-
tation of the term ‘‘supervisor’’ and 
three cases were filed before the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board to ad-
dress this issue: Oakwood Healthcare, 
Inc., Case 7–CA–22141, Golden Crest 
Healthcare Center, Cases 18–RC–16415 
and 18–RC–16416, and Croft Metals, Inc., 
Case 15–RC–8393. 

The NLRB refused to hear oral argu-
ment in these cases despite the fact 
that its attempt to define supervisory 
status had been reviewed and rejected 
by the Supreme Court and it has been 
more than 5 years since the Court’s de-
cision in Kentucky River. In July, I 
joined Senator KENNEDY and other 
Democrats in a letter to the Chairman 
of the NLRB to urge that the Board re-
consider its decision not to allow oral 
arguments in these cases. The NLRB 
refused. 

In October 2006, the Board issued its 
rulings and expanded the meaning of 
the definition of ‘‘supervisor’’ by ex-
panding the meaning of the terms ‘‘as-
sign’’ and ‘‘responsibly to direct.’’ The 
NLRB rulings override the intent of 
Congress not to exclude minor super-
visory officials, professionals, skilled 
craftpersons, and nurses from labor 
protections. 

Last December, I noted that several 
States are suffering from nursing 
shortages. This legislation is necessary 
to alleviate the nursing crisis. More 
than 72 percent of hospitals experience 
nursing shortages, and 1.2 million nurs-
ing positions need to be filled within 
the next decade. By denying nurses the 
right to collectively bargain, pay will 
surely decrease and the working envi-
ronment of these nurses will deterio-
rate, thereby driving even more nurses 
out of the profession and discouraging 
individuals from entering the field. 

I urge my colleagues to join Senators 
DODD, KENNEDY, and I in supporting 
the RESPECT Act—an important ef-
fort to help American nurses, other 
skilled professional employees, and 
construction tradesworkers. 

By Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BAYH, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. THUNE, Ms. MIKULSKI, and 
Mr. MENENDEZ): 

S. 970. A bill to impose sanctions on 
Iran and on other countries for assist-
ing Iran in developing a nuclear pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address a serious concern 
more than 20 years in the making. In 
large part because of the secrecy over 
its nuclear program, America’s Na-
tional Security Strategy for 2006 iden-
tifies Iran as one of the greatest chal-
lenges to the United States. The Sen-
ate recognized this threat in January 
2006 by unanimously condemning Iran’s 
refusal to comply with its nuclear non-
proliferation obligations. Last Sep-
tember, this body unanimously passed 
mandatory sanctions on persons who 
knowingly helped Iran acquire or de-
velop weapons of mass destruction. 
And all the while, Tehran continued its 
pursuit of a nuclear program that, un-
checked, will lead to a nuclear-armed 
Iran. 

I cannot overestimate the threat 
that this poses to the security of the 
United States and our allies. Since the 
revolution that brought it to power, 
the theocracy that rules over Iran has 
demonstrated its contempt for the 
democratic ideals on which our coun-
try is based. It has held its own people 
hostage in an effort to maintain abso-
lute control over their destiny. And it 
has spewed forth hate-filled rhetoric at 
regular intervals about the very exist-
ence of the state of Israel—a valued 
American ally in the Middle East. 

After years of vigorous diplomacy by 
Britain, France, and Germany failed to 
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persuade the Iranians to give up their 
nuclear program, the United Nations 
Security Council passed a resolution in 
December 2006 calling for the suspen-
sion of all enrichment-related activi-
ties. Iran ignored that demand, and in-
stead, responded by stepping up their 
nuclear program. Inaction in the face 
of such an egregious challenge is a 
mockery of the international institu-
tions where diplomatic solutions are 
tried and tested. Now is the time to use 
every tool in our arsenal short of mili-
tary force to stop the Iranian regime 
from developing nuclear weapons, and 
to send the message that the inter-
national community will not tolerate 
flagrant violations of our combined 
will. 

I have heard the calls of my col-
leagues that all efforts should be made 
to avoid military intervention in Iran. 
I agree with them entirely. But Mr. 
President, I will not stand idle while up 
to 3,000 centrifuges in Natanz enrich 
uranium that one day soon could tip a 
warhead aimed at the U.S. or our allies 
around the world. 

Today I am introducing legislation 
designed to persuade Tehran to give up 
its nuclear ambitions. The Iran 
Counter-Proliferation Act of 2007 will 
significantly strengthen our economic 
sanctions against Iran and any entities 
that choose to support the regime. I 
am pleased that Senator DURBIN has 
joined me in this effort, as well as Sen-
ators COLEMAN, LAUTENBERG, BROWN-
BACK, LIEBERMAN, KYL, BAYH, and 
THUNE. 

This legislation urges the Adminis-
tration to pursue measures in the 
international financial sector to re-
strict financing in Iran and encourages 
foreign state-owned entities to cease 
investment in Iran’s energy sector. It 
prohibits all imports from and exports 
to Iran. It forbids any action that 
would extend preferential trade treat-
ment to Iran or that would lead to Ira-
nian accession to the WTO. And it 
freezes assets of senior Iranian officials 
and their families. By cutting off Iran’s 
access to the hard currency it needs, 
we can increase the cost of their deci-
sion to pursue its nuclear program. 

The legislation also singles out Rus-
sia—a country that has contributed 
significantly to the development of 
Iran’s nuclear program and has signifi-
cant financial ties with Tehran. Among 
other restrictions, the bill prevents the 
United States from moving forward 
with a multi-billion dollar nuclear co-
operation agreement with Moscow 
until the President certifies that Rus-
sia has suspended its nuclear assist-
ance and the transfers of any conven-
tional weapons and missiles to Iran. 
The Russians may feel this is unfair, 
particularly in light of their recent an-
nouncement they would suspend the 
delivery of nuclear fuel to Iran’s 
Bushehr reactor. I am pleased with this 
decision and hope that it is the begin-
ning of a new view in Moscow of Iran’s 
nuclear program. But we must remem-
ber that over the past decade, Russia 

has periodically suspended its nuclear 
assistance to Iran only to resume this 
assistance at a later date. 

The Iran Counter-Proliferation Act 
also seeks to bring to light the names 
of companies that continue to feel it is 
appropriate to do business with the 
mullahs in Tehran. It requires the Ad-
ministration to submit an annual re-
port to Congress listing any foreign in-
vestments in Iran’s energy sector since 
January 1 of this year and a determina-
tion on whether such investment is 
sanctionable under the Iran Sanctions 
Act. And it requires a report listing 
companies with American operations, 
whether or not they are incorporated 
in the United States, which invest in 
Iran. 

In a further effort to highlight the 
cost to Iran of ignoring the demands of 
the international community, this leg-
islation will reduce our contributions 
to the World Bank by the percentage of 
total money the World Bank loans to 
entities in Iran. The United States does 
not support these loans, and I urge 
those countries contributing the most 
to the World Bank to oppose such loans 
in the future. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Iran 
Counter-Proliferation Act calls on the 
Administration to designate the Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guard as a Foreign 
Terrorist Organization and to add it to 
the Treasury’s list of Specially Des-
ignated Global Terrorists. Funding is 
increased for the Office of Terrorism 
and Financial Intelligence to strength-
en the Treasury’s efforts to combat un-
lawful or terrorist financing. 

It is critical for us to realize that our 
problems with Iran are not with the 
Iranian people, whose legitimate aspi-
rations to live freely in a normal, pros-
perous country should be recognized. 
As such, this legislation designates $10 
million in funding to enhance our 
friendship with the people of Iran by 
identifying young Iranians to visit the 
United States under U.S. exchange pro-
grams. 

The time for action is now. I hope my 
colleagues agree with me that we must 
use every available tool short of mili-
tary force to compel the Iranian re-
gime to abandon completely, 
verifiably, and irreversibly their pur-
suit of a nuclear weapons capability. I 
recognize that sanctions are not al-
ways popular, but we need to give them 
a chance to work. By doing nothing, we 
limit our future options in addressing 
this significant threat to the United 
States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Iran Counter-Proliferation Act of 2007. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 970 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Iran 
Counter-Proliferation Act of 2007’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) For more than 20 years, Iran has pur-

sued a secret nuclear program that is in-
tended to produce a nuclear weapons capa-
bility for Iran. 

(2) The Government of Iran has consist-
ently misled the United Nations, the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency, and the 
United States as to the objectives and scope 
of its nuclear activities. 

(3) Iran has refused to comply with United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 1737, 
adopted on December 23, 2006, which called 
for the suspension of all enrichment-related 
and reprocessing activities and is advancing 
work at its largest nuclear facility. 

(4) The International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy is unable to verify the absence of 
undeclared nuclear material and activities in 
Iran and its Director-General has stated that 
Iran could be 6 months to a year away from 
acquiring the material necessary to make a 
nuclear weapon. 

(5) An Iranian nuclear weapons capability 
poses a grave threat to the security of the 
United States and its allies around the 
world. 

(6) It is in the national security interests 
of the United States to prevent Iran from ac-
quiring a nuclear weapons capability. 

(7) The United States should use all polit-
ical, economic, and diplomatic tools at its 
disposal to prevent Iran from acquiring a nu-
clear weapons capability. 

(8) Nothing in this Act should be construed 
as giving the President the authority to use 
military force against Iran. 
SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

The following is the sense of Congress: 
(1) The United States should pursue vigor-

ously all measures in the international fi-
nancial sector to restrict Iran’s ability to 
conduct international financial transactions, 
including prohibiting banks in the United 
States from handling indirect transactions 
with Iran’s state-owned banks and prohib-
iting financial institutions that operate in 
United States currency from engaging in dol-
lar transactions with Iranian institutions. 

(2) The United States Trade Representative 
or any other Federal official should not take 
any action that would extend preferential 
trade treatment to, or lead to the accession 
to the World Trade Organization of, any 
country that is determined by the Secretary 
of State to offer government-backed export 
credit guarantees to companies that invest 
in Iran or any country in which the govern-
ment owns or partially owns an entity that 
invests in Iran. 

(3) Iran should comply fully with its obli-
gations under United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolution 1737, and any subsequent 
United Nations resolutions related to Iran’s 
nuclear program, and in particular the re-
quirement to suspend without delay all en-
richment-related and reprocessing activities, 
including research and development, and all 
work on all heavy water-related nuclear ac-
tivities, including research and development. 

(4) The United Nations Security Council 
should take further measures beyond Resolu-
tion 1737 to tighten sanctions on Iran, in-
cluding preventing new investment in Iran’s 
energy sector, as long as Iran fails to comply 
with the international community’s demand 
to halt its nuclear enrichment campaign. 

(5) The United States should encourage for-
eign governments to direct state-owned enti-
ties to cease all investment in Iran’s energy 
sector and all imports to and exports from 
Iran of refined petroleum products and to 
persuade, and, where possible, require pri-
vate entities based in their territories to 
cease all investment in Iran’s energy sector 
and all imports to and exports from Iran of 
refined petroleum products. 
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(6) Administrators of Federal and State 

pension plans should divest all assets or 
holdings from foreign companies and entities 
that have invested or invest in the future in 
Iran’s energy sector. 

(7) Iranian state-owned banks should not 
be permitted to use the banking system of 
the United States. 

(8) The Secretary of State should designate 
the Iranian Revolutionary Guards as a For-
eign Terrorist Organization under section 219 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1189) and the Secretary of the Treas-
ury should place the Iranian Revolutionary 
Guards on the list of Specially Designated 
Global Terrorists under Executive Order 
13224 (66 Fed. Reg. 186; relating to blocking 
property and prohibiting transactions with 
persons who commit, threaten to commit, or 
support terrorism). 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 14(2) of the Iran Sanctions 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 
note). 

(2) INVESTMENT.—The term ‘‘investment’’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
14(9) of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(3) IRANIAN DIPLOMATS AND REPRESENTA-
TIVES OF OTHER GOVERNMENT AND MILITARY OR 
QUASI-GOVERNMENTAL INSTITUTIONS OF IRAN.— 
The term ‘‘Iranian diplomats and representa-
tives of other government and military or 
quasi-governmental institutions of Iran’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 14(11) 
of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(4) FAMILY MEMBER.—The term ‘‘family 
member’’ means, with respect to an indi-
vidual, the spouse, children, grandchildren, 
or parents of the individual. 
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF 

DEFINITIONS. 
(a) PERSON.—Section 14(13)(B) of the Iran 

Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–172; 50 
U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘financial institution, in-
surer, underwriter, guarantor, and other 
business organization, including any foreign 
subsidiary, parent, or affiliate of the fore-
going,’’ after ‘‘trust,’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, such as an export credit 
agency’’ before the semicolon. 

(b) PETROLEUM RESOURCES.—Section 14(14) 
of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘petroleum and natural gas re-
sources’’ and inserting ‘‘petroleum, petro-
leum by-products, liquefied natural gas, oil 
or liquefied natural gas, oil or liquefied nat-
ural gas tankers, and products used to con-
struct or maintain pipelines used to trans-
port oil or liquefied natural gas’’. 
SEC. 6. RUSSIA NUCLEAR COOPERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, and in addition to 
any other sanction in effect, beginning on 
the date that is 15 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the policies described 
in subsection (b) shall apply with respect to 
Russia, unless the President makes a certifi-
cation to Congress described in subsection 
(c). 

(b) POLICIES.—The policies described in 
this subsection are the following: 

(1) AGREEMENTS.—The United States may 
not enter into an agreement for cooperation 
with Russia pursuant to section 123 of the 
Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2153). 

(2) LICENSES TO EXPORT NUCLEAR MATERIAL, 
FACILITIES, OR COMPONENTS.—The United 
States may not issue a license to export di-
rectly or indirectly to Russia any nuclear 

material, facilities, components, or other 
goods, services, or technology that would be 
subject to an agreement under section 123 of 
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2153). 

(3) TRANSFERS OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL, FA-
CILITIES, OR COMPONENTS.—The United States 
may not approve the transfer or retransfer 
directly or indirectly to Russia of any nu-
clear material, facilities, components, or 
other goods, services, or technology that 
would be subject to an agreement under sec-
tion 123 of the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 
2153). 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The certification de-
scribed in this subsection means a certifi-
cation made by the President to Congress on 
or after the date that is 15 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act that the 
President has determined that— 

(1) Russia has suspended all nuclear assist-
ance to Iran and all transfers of advanced 
conventional weapons and missiles to Iran; 
or 

(2) Iran has completely, verifiably, and ir-
reversibly dismantled all nuclear enrich-
ment-related and reprocessing-related pro-
grams. 

(d) TERMINATION OF POLICIES.—The policies 
described in subsection (b) shall remain in 
effect until such time as the President 
makes the certification to Congress de-
scribed in subsection (c). 
SEC. 7. ECONOMIC SANCTIONS RELATING TO 

IRAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, and in addition to 
any other sanction in effect, beginning on 
the date that is 15 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the economic sanc-
tions described in subsection (b) shall apply 
with respect to Iran, unless the President 
makes a certification to Congress described 
in subsection (c). 

(b) SANCTIONS.—The sanctions described in 
this subsection are the following: 

(1) PROHIBITION ON IMPORTS.—No article 
that is grown, produced, or manufactured in 
Iran may be imported directly or indirectly 
into the United States. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON EXPORTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), no article that is the 
growth, product, or manufacture of the 
United States may be exported directly or 
indirectly to Iran. 

(B) EXCEPTION FOR FOOD AND MEDICINE.— 
The prohibition in subparagraph (A) does not 
apply to exports to Iran of food and medicine 
grown, produced, or manufactured in the 
United States. 

(3) ACCESSION TO WTO.—The United States 
Trade Representative or any other Federal 
official may not take any action that would 
extend preferential trade treatment to, or 
lead to the accession to the World Trade Or-
ganization of— 

(A) Iran; or 
(B) any other country that is determined 

by the Secretary of State to be— 
(i) engaged in nuclear cooperation with 

Iran, including the transfer or sale of any 
item, material, goods, or technology that 
can contribute to uranium enrichment or nu-
clear reprocessing activities of Iran; or 

(ii) contributing to the ballistic missile 
programs of Iran. 

(4) FREEZING ASSETS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—At such time as the 

United States has access to the names of Ira-
nian diplomats and representatives of other 
government and military or quasi-govern-
mental institutions of Iran, the President 
shall take such action as may be necessary 
to freeze immediately the funds and other 
assets belonging to anyone so named, the 
family members of those so named, and any 
associates of those so named to whom assets 
or property of those so named were trans-

ferred on or after January 1, 2007. The action 
described in the preceding sentence includes 
requiring any United States financial insti-
tution that holds funds and assets of a per-
son so named to report promptly to the Of-
fice of Foreign Assets Control information 
regarding such funds and assets. 

(B) ASSET REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not 
later than 14 days after a decision is made to 
freeze the property or assets of any person 
under this paragraph, the President shall re-
port the name of such person to the appro-
priate congressional committees. 

(5) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT CON-
TRACTS.—The United States Government 
may not procure, or enter into a contract for 
the procurement of, any goods or services 
from a person that meets the criteria for the 
imposition of sanctions under section 5(a) of 
the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(c) CERTIFICATION DESCRIBED.—The certifi-
cation described in this subsection means a 
certification made by the President to Con-
gress beginning on the date that is 15 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
that the President has determined that Iran 
has completely, verifiably, and irreversibly 
dismantled all nuclear enrichment-related 
and reprocessing-related programs. 

(d) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions described in subsection (b) shall remain 
in effect until such time as the President 
makes the certification to Congress de-
scribed in subsection (c). 
SEC. 8. LIABILITY OF PARENT COMPANIES FOR 

VIOLATIONS OF SANCTIONS BY FOR-
EIGN ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
entity engages in an act outside the United 
States that, if committed in the United 
States or by a United States person, would 
violate the provisions of Executive Order 
12959 (60 Fed. Reg. 89) or Executive Order 
13059 (62 Fed. Reg. 162), or any other prohibi-
tion on transactions with respect to Iran im-
posed under the authority of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the parent company 
of the entity shall be subject to the penalties 
for the act to the same extent as if the par-
ent company had engaged in the act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a parent company of an entity 
on which the President imposed a penalty for 
a violation described in subsection (a) that 
was in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act if the parent company divests or 
terminates its business with such entity not 
later than 90 days after such date of enact-
ment. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ means a 

partnership, association, trust, joint ven-
ture, corporation, or other organization. 

(2) PARENT COMPANY.—The term ‘‘parent 
company’’ means an entity that is a United 
States person and— 

(A) the entity owns, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 percent of the equity interest 
by vote or value in another entity; 

(B) board members or employees of the en-
tity hold a majority of board seats of an-
other entity; or 

(C) the entity otherwise controls or is able 
to control the actions, policies, or personnel 
decisions of another entity. 

(3) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a natural person who is a citizen of the 
United States or who owes permanent alle-
giance to the United States; and 

(B) an entity that is organized under the 
laws of the United States, any State or terri-
tory thereof, or the District of Columbia, if 
natural persons described in subparagraph 
(A) own, directly or indirectly, more than 50 
percent of the outstanding capital stock or 
other beneficial interest in such entity. 
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SEC. 9. ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN TAX INCEN-

TIVES FOR OIL COMPANIES INVEST-
ING IN IRAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section 
167 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to amortization of geological and geo-
physical expenditures) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) DENIAL WHEN IRAN SANCTIONS IN EF-
FECT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If sanctions are imposed 
under section 5(a) of the Iran Sanctions Act 
of 1996 or section 7 of the Iran Counter-Pro-
liferation Act of 2007 (relating to sanctions 
with respect to the development of petro-
leum resources of Iran) on any member of an 
expanded affiliated group the common par-
ent of which is a foreign corporation, para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any expense paid 
or incurred by any such member in any pe-
riod during which the sanctions are in effect. 

‘‘(B) EXPANDED AFFILIATED GROUP.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘ex-
panded affiliated group’ means an affiliated 
group as defined in section 1504(a), deter-
mined— 

‘‘(i) by substituting ‘more than 50 percent’ 
for ‘at least 80 percent’ each place it appears, 
and 

‘‘(ii) without regard to paragraphs (2), (3), 
and (4) of section 1504(b).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to ex-
penses paid or incurred on or after January 
1, 2007. 
SEC. 10. WORLD BANK LOANS TO IRAN. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
every 180 days thereafter, the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report on— 

(1) the number of loans provided by the 
World Bank to Iran; 

(2) the dollar amount of such loans; and 
(3) the voting record of each member of the 

World Bank on such loans. 
(b) REDUCTION OF CONTRIBUTION OF THE 

UNITED STATES.—The President shall reduce 
the total amount otherwise payable on be-
half of the United States to the World Bank 
for fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year 
thereafter by an amount that bears the same 
ratio to the total amount otherwise payable 
as— 

(1) the total of the amounts provided by 
the Bank to entities in Iran, and for projects 
and activities in Iran, in the preceding fiscal 
year, bears to 

(2) the total of the amounts provided by 
the Bank to all entities, and for all projects 
and activities, in the preceding fiscal year. 

(c) ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS NOT CONTRIB-
UTED TO THE WORLD BANK.—There is author-
ized to be appropriated to the United States 
Agency for International Development for 
fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year there-
after an amount equal to the revenues made 
available as a result of the application of 
subsection (b). Funds appropriated pursuant 
to this subsection shall be made available for 
the Child Survival and Health Programs 
Fund to carry out programs relating to ma-
ternal and child health, vulnerable children, 
and infectious diseases other than HIV/AIDS. 
SEC. 11. INCREASED CAPACITY FOR EFFORTS TO 

COMBAT UNLAWFUL OR TERRORIST 
FINANCING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The work of the Office of 
Terrorism and Financial Intelligence of the 
Department of Treasury, which includes the 
Office of Foreign Assets Control and the Fi-
nancial Crimes Enforcement Center, is crit-
ical to ensuring that the international finan-
cial system is not used for purposes of sup-
porting terrorism and developing weapons of 
mass destruction. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary of the 

Treasury for the Office of Terrorism and Fi-
nancial Intelligence— 

(1) $59,466,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 
(c) AUTHORIZATION AMENDMENT.—Section 

310(d)(1) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal years 2002, 2003, 2004, and 
2005’’ and inserting ‘‘$85,844,000 for fiscal year 
2008 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 2009 and 2010’’. 
SEC. 12. NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE ON 

IRAN. 
As required under section 1213 of the John 

Warner National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364; 120 
Stat. 2422), the Director of National Intel-
ligence shall submit to Congress an updated, 
comprehensive National Intelligence Esti-
mate on Iran. 
SEC. 13. EXCHANGE PROGRAMS WITH THE PEO-

PLE OF IRAN. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the United States should seek 
to enhance its friendship with the people of 
Iran, particularly by identifying young peo-
ple of Iran to come to the United States 
under United States exchange programs. 

(b) EXCHANGE PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.—The 
President is authorized to carry out ex-
change programs with the people of Iran, 
particularly the young people of Iran. Such 
programs shall be carried out to the extent 
practicable in a manner consistent with the 
eligibility for assistance requirements speci-
fied in section 302(b) of the Iran Freedom 
Support Act (Public Law 109–293; 120 Stat. 
1348). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—Of the amounts avail-
able under the heading ‘‘Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Programs’’, under the 
heading ‘‘Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs’’, under title IV of the Science, State, 
Justice, Commerce, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2006 (Public Law 109–108; 
119 Stat. 2321), there is authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President to carry out this 
section $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2008. 
SEC. 14. RADIO BROADCASTING TO IRAN. 

The Broadcasting Board of Governors shall 
devote a greater proportion of the program-
ming of the Radio Farda service to programs 
offering news and analysis to further the 
open communication of information and 
ideas to Iran. 
SEC. 15. INTERNATIONAL REGIME FOR THE AS-

SURED SUPPLY OF NUCLEAR FUEL 
FOR PEACEFUL MEANS. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the Concept for a Multilateral Mecha-
nism for Reliable Access to Nuclear Fuel, 
proposed by the United States, France, the 
Russian Federation, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the 
Netherlands on May 31, 2006, is welcome and 
should be expanded upon at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity; 

(2) the proposal by the Government of the 
Russian Federation to bring one of its ura-
nium enrichment facilities under inter-
national management and oversight is also a 
welcome development and should be encour-
aged by the United States; 

(3) the offer by the Nuclear Threat Initia-
tive (NTI) of $50,000,000 in funds to support 
the creation of an international nuclear fuel 
bank by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) is also welcome, and the 
United States and other member states of 
the IAEA should pledge collectively at least 
an additional $100,000,000 in matching funds 
to fulfill the NTI proposal; and 

(4) the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, 
initiated by President Bush in January 2006, 
is intended to provide a reliable fuel supply 

throughout the fuel cycle and promote the 
nonproliferation goals of the United States. 

(b) POLICY.—It is the policy of the United 
States to support the establishment of an 
international regime for the assured supply 
of nuclear fuel for peaceful means under a 
multilateral authority, such as the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. 

(c) CONTRIBUTIONS TO IAEA.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the require-

ments of paragraph (2), the President is au-
thorized to make voluntary contributions on 
a grant basis to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (referred to in this sub-
section as the ‘‘IAEA’’) for the purpose of 
supporting the establishment of an inter-
national nuclear fuel bank to maintain a re-
serve of low-enriched uranium for the pro-
duction of reactor fuel to provide to eligible 
countries in the case of a disruption in the 
supply of reactor fuel by normal market 
mechanisms. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR CONTRIBUTIONS.—Be-
fore making a contribution under paragraph 
(1), the President shall certify to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate that— 

(A) the IAEA has received pledges in a 
total amount of not less than $100,000,000 
from other governments or entities for the 
purpose of supporting the establishment of 
the international nuclear fuel bank referred 
to in paragraph (1); 

(B) the international nuclear fuel bank re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) will be under the 
oversight of the IAEA or another multilat-
eral authority; and 

(C) the international nuclear fuel bank will 
provide nuclear reactor fuel to a country 
only if— 

(i) at the time of the request for nuclear 
reactor fuel, the country is in full compli-
ance with its IAEA safeguards agreement 
and has an additional protocol for safeguards 
in force; 

(ii) in the case of a country that at any 
time prior to the request for nuclear reactor 
fuel has been determined to be in noncompli-
ance with its IAEA safeguards agreement, 
the IAEA Board of Governors determines 
that the country has taken all necessary ac-
tions to satisfy any concerns of the IAEA Di-
rector General regarding the activities that 
led to the prior determination of noncompli-
ance; 

(iii) the country agrees to use the nuclear 
reactor fuel in accordance with its IAEA 
safeguards agreement; and 

(iv) the country does not operate uranium 
enrichment or spent-fuel reprocessing facili-
ties of any scale. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$50,000,000 to carry out this section for fiscal 
year 2008. Amounts appropriated for this sec-
tion are authorized to remain available until 
September 30, 2010. 
SEC. 16. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) FOREIGN INVESTMENT IN IRAN.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on— 

(1) any foreign investments made in Iran’s 
energy sector since January 1, 2007; and 

(2) the determination of the President on 
whether each such investment qualifies as a 
sanctionable offense under section 5(a) of the 
Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 104– 
172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(b) INVESTMENT BY UNITED STATES COMPA-
NIES IN IRAN.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall report to the appropriate con-
gressional committees the names of persons 
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that have operations or conduct business in 
the United States that have invested in Iran 
and the dollar amount of each such invest-
ment. 

(c) INVESTMENT BY FEDERAL THRIFT SAV-
INGS PLAN IN IRAN.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the Executive Di-
rector of the Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board shall report to the appro-
priate congressional committees on any in-
vestment in entities that invest in Iran from 
the Thrift Savings Fund established under 
section 8437 of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) LIST OF DESIGNATED FOREIGN TERRORIST 
ORGANIZATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall report to the appropriate 
congressional committees on the efforts of 
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
the Treasury to place the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guards on the list of designated For-
eign Terrorist Organizations under section 
219 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1189) and the list of Specially Des-
ignated Global Terrorists under Executive 
Order 13224 (66 Fed. Reg. 186; relating to 
blocking property and prohibiting trans-
actions with persons who commit, threaten 
to commit, or support terrorism). 

(e) ESTABLISHMENT OF INTERNATIONAL RE-
GIME.—Not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the President 
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate a report on the activities of the 
United States to support the establishment 
of an international regime for the assured 
supply of nuclear fuel for peaceful means 
under a multilateral authority, such as the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. 

(f) EXPORT CREDITS.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every 90 days thereafter, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees on the 
export credits issued by foreign banks to per-
sons investing in the energy sector of Iran, 
and any fines, restrictions, or other actions 
taken by the President to discourage or pre-
vent the issuance of such export credits. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today, 
my colleagues, Senator GORDON SMITH, 
Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG, and I join 
together to introduce bipartisan legis-
lation to use economic and diplomatic 
measures to help convince the Iranian 
Government to turn away from its path 
toward the development of nuclear 
weapons. 

The Iran Counter-Proliferation Act 
of 2007 would strengthen our economic 
sanctions regime against Iran until 
Iran completely, verifiably, and irre-
versibly dismantles all nuclear enrich-
ment and reprocessing programs. 

The bill, for example, would penalize 
foreign oil companies with U.S. sub-
sidiaries doing business in Iran and 
would forbid the awarding of U.S. Gov-
ernment contracts to those who have 
violated our existing sanctions against 
Iran. 

The bill reiterates the requirement 
to produce a National Intelligence Es-
timate on Iran mandated in last year’s 
Defense Authorization bill. 

In addition to these measures, the 
bill addresses Russia’s role in exporting 
nuclear and military technology to 
Iran. 

Nuclear cooperation agreements with 
Russia would be prohibited if that 

country continues to assist Iran in de-
veloping nuclear weapons. The United 
States could not enter into such an 
agreement with Moscow, absent a Pres-
idential certification that Russia’s as-
sistance to Iran has ceased. 

This week has brought some prom-
ising news. Undersecretary of State for 
Political Affairs Nicholas Burns testi-
fied before the Senate Banking Com-
mittee that Russia has begun applying 
pressure on Iran to abandon its nuclear 
ambitions. That is most welcome, and 
if the President provides the 
verification that Russia’s nuclear as-
sistance to Iran has ceased—and that 
this is a sea change and not merely a 
contract dispute—then our other nego-
tiations with Russia can proceed 
unimpeded. 

I firmly believe that we should offer 
positive incentives if Iran does change 
course and abandon its programs to de-
velop nuclear weapons. Iran has energy 
needs, and we hope that they will join 
us and the community of nations in the 
peaceful acquisition of those resources. 

This legislation authorizes $50 mil-
lion to the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency to support the establish-
ment of an international nuclear fuel 
bank, a concept originally proposed by 
Congressman TOM LANTOS. This bank 
would maintain a reserve of low-en-
riched uranium for reactor fuel and 
make it available to countries in full 
compliance with IAEA safeguards 
which do not operate uranium enrich-
ment or spent-fuel reprocessing facili-
ties. It is our hope that Iran will be-
come one of these nations. 

Because members of the American 
public are our best ambassadors and 
America itself is the strongest evi-
dence of the benefits of freedom and 
prosperity, this bill increases the au-
thorization for funding for young Ira-
nians to come to the United States as 
part of exchange programs. 

I support efforts to engage with 
Tehran’s leaders regarding Iraq. They 
should recognize that they, too, have a 
vested interest in regional peace and 
security. This bill is aimed at an issue 
which we cannot compromise: the Ira-
nian acquisition of nuclear weapons. 

Iran’s leaders face a choice of wheth-
er to pursue a legitimate goal of peace-
ful nuclear power for their citizens or a 
dangerous strategy to develop nuclear 
weapons. We must provide the eco-
nomic and political pressure as well as 
incentives to help Iran choose the path 
to legitimacy and nuclear nonprolifera-
tion. This legislation will help achieve 
that goal. 

By Mr. BOND (for himself and 
Mr. HARKIN): 

S. 971. A bill to establish the Na-
tional Institute of Food and Agri-
culture, to provide funding for the sup-
port of fundamental agricultural re-
search of the highest quality, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation with 

Sen. HARKIN to establish the National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture to 
support fundamental agricultural re-
search of the highest quality. I present 
this to begin a critical discussion about 
how we are going to ensure the United 
States capitalizes on new technology 
to maximize the benefits and minimize 
the costs of our agricultural produc-
tion. 

We remain the world leader in food 
and fiber production. We do it safely 
and through technology and the hard 
work of the American farmer. In the 
past half century, the number of people 
fed by a single U.S. farm has grown 
from 19 to 129. Our farmers and farm 
leaders are on the cutting edge of de-
veloping new technology. And we have 
seen the innovations continue to come 
down the pike. This has made it pos-
sible for one farmer to feed 129 people. 

In addition, we export $60 billion 
worth of agricultural products, and we 
do so at less cost and at less harm to 
the environment than any of our com-
petitors around the world, again, be-
cause of new practices, diligence on the 
part of farmers, and new technology. 

In a world that has a decreasing 
amount of soil available for cultiva-
tion, we have a growing population and 
we still have 800 million children who 
are hungry or malnourished through-
out the world. Unless we maximize 
technology and new practices, produc-
tion will continue to overtax the 
world’s natural resources. 

Many people legitimately have raised 
concerns regarding new diseases and 
pests and related food safety issues. 
And they are growing. The ability of 
U.S. agriculture producers to maintain 
our world leadership in this environ-
ment is only as solid as our willingness 
to commit to forward-looking invest-
ments. 

Now, we also know from past experi-
ence that with new technology the 
doors are being opened to novel new 
uses of renewable agricultural products 
in the fields of energy, medicine, and 
industrial products. In the future, we 
can make our farm fields and farm ani-
mals factories for everyday products, 
fuels, and medicines in a way that is ef-
ficient and better preserves our natural 
resources. Advances in the life sciences 
have come about, such as genetics, 
proteomics, and cell and molecular bi-
ology. They are providing the base for 
new and continuing agricultural inno-
vations. 

It was only about a dozen years ago 
that farmers in Missouri came to me to 
tell me about the potential that ge-
netic engineering and plant bio-
technology had for improving the pro-
duction of food, and doing so with less 
impact on the environment, providing 
more nutritious food. Since that time, 
I have had a wonderful, continuing edu-
cation, not in how it works but what it 
can do. 

We know now, for example, that in 
hungry areas of the world as many as 
half a million children go blind from 
Vitamin A deficiency, and maybe a 
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million die from this deficiency. 
Through plant biotechnology, the 
International Rice Research Institute 
in the Philippines and others have de-
veloped Golden Rice, taking a gene 
from the sunflower, a beta-carotene 
gene, and they enrich the rice. The 
Golden Rice now has that Vitamin A, 
and that is going to make a significant 
difference in dealing with malnutri-
tion. 

We also know that in many areas of 
the world, where agricultural produc-
tion has overtaxed the land, where 
drought has cut the production, where 
virus has plagued production, the way 
we can make farmers self-sufficient 
and restore the farm economy in many 
of these countries, is through plant 
biotechnology. But this is just the be-
ginning. This legislation I am intro-
ducing today seeks to lay the founda-
tion for tremendous advances in the fu-
ture. 

This legislation stems from findings 
and recommendations produced by a 
distinguished group of scientists work-
ing on the Agricultural Research, Eco-
nomics and Education Task Force, 
which I was honored to be able to in-
clude in the 2002 farm bill. The distin-
guished task force was led by Dr. Wil-
liam H. Danforth, of St. Louis, the 
brother of our former distinguished 
colleague, Senator Jack Danforth. Dr. 
Bill Danforth has a tremendous reputa-
tion in science and in education, with a 
commitment to human welfare and is 
known worldwide. He was joined by Dr. 
Nancy Betts, the University of Ne-
braska; Mr. Michael Bryan, president 
of BBI International; Dr. Richard 
Coombe, the Watershed Agricultural 
Council; Dr. Victor Lechtenbert, Pur-
due University; Dr. Luis Sequeira, the 
University of Wisconsin; Dr. Robert 
Wideman, the University of Arkansas; 
and Dr. H. Alan Wood, Mississippi 
State University. 

I extend my congratulations and my 
sincere gratitude to Dr. Danforth and 
his team for providing the basis and 
the roadmap to ensure we have the 
mechanisms in place to solve the prob-
lems and capitalize on the opportuni-
ties in agricultural research. The full 
report of the task force can be found at 
www.ars.usda.gov/research.htm. 

In summary, that study concludes 
that it is absolutely necessary we rein-
vigorate and forward focus our tech-
nology to meet the responsibilities of 
our time. New investment is critical 
for the world’s consumers, the protec-
tion of our natural resources, the 
standard of living for Americans who 
labor in rural America, and for the 
well-being of the hungry people and the 
needy people throughout the world. 

This legislation is supported by the 
some 22 Member and Associate Member 
Societies of the Federation of Amer-
ican Societies for Experimental Biol-
ogy, as well as the Institute of Food 
Technologists, American Society of 
Agronomy, Crop Science Society of 
America, Soil Science Society of Amer-
ica, the Council for Agricultural Re-

search, the National Coalition for Food 
and Agricultural Research, the Amer-
ican Soybean Association, National 
Cattlemen’s Beef Association, National 
Chicken Council, National Corn Grow-
ers Association, National Farmers 
Union, National Milk Producers Fed-
eration, National Pork Producers 
Council, National Turkey Federation, 
Association of American Veterinary 
Medical Colleges and the United Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Association. 

I look forward to pursuing this vision 
in the 110th Congress. I invite my col-
leagues who are interested in science 
and research to review this report, to 
look at this measure, to join with me 
and Senator HARKIN to talk about mov-
ing forward on what I think will be a 
tremendous opportunity to improve ag-
riculture and its benefits to all our 
populations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 971 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National In-
stitute of Food and Agriculture Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the task force established under section 

7404 of the Farm Security and Rural Invest-
ment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 3101 note; 116 Stat. 
457)— 

(A) conducted an exhaustive review of agri-
cultural research in the United States; and 

(B) evaluated the merits of establishing 1 
or more national institutes focused on dis-
ciplines important to the progress of food 
and agricultural science; 

(2) according to findings and recommenda-
tions provided to Congress by the task 
force— 

(A) agriculture in the United States faces 
critical challenges, including impending cri-
ses in the food, agricultural, and natural re-
source systems of the United States; 

(B) exotic diseases and pests threaten crops 
and livestock; 

(C) the United States faces a public health 
epidemic due to the increasing number of 
overweight and obese Americans; 

(D) agriculturally-related environmental 
degradation is a serious problem for the 
United States and other parts of the world; 

(E) certain animal diseases threaten 
human health; and 

(F) agricultural producers in the United 
States of several primary crops are no longer 
the world’s lowest-cost producers; 

(3) to meet those critical challenges, it is 
essential that the United States ensure that 
the agricultural innovation that has been so 
successful in the past continues in the fu-
ture; 

(4) agricultural innovation has resulted in 
hybrid and higher-yielding varieties of basic 
crops and enhanced the global food supply by 
increasing yields on existing acres; 

(5) since 1960, the global population has tri-
pled, but there has been no net increase in 
the quantity of land in the United States 
under cultivation; 

(6) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
only 1.5 percent of the population of the 
United States provides food and fiber to par-
tially supply the needs of the United States; 

(7)(A) agriculture, fundamental agricul-
tural research, and fundamental sciences 
play a major role in maintaining the health 
and welfare of all people of the United States 
and maintaining the land and water of the 
United States; and 

(B) that role must be expanded; 
(8) research that leads to understandings of 

the ways in which cells and organisms func-
tion is critical to continued innovation in 
agriculture in the United States; 

(9) future innovations developed as a result 
of those understandings are dependent on 
fundamental scientific research and would be 
enhanced by ideas and technologies from 
other fields of science and research; 

(10) opportunities to advance fundamental 
knowledge of benefit to agriculture in the 
United States have never been greater; 

(11) many of those new opportunities are 
the result of amazing progress in the life 
sciences during recent decades, attributable 
in large part to the provision made by the 
Federal Government through the National 
Institutes of Health and the National 
Science Foundation; 

(12) new technologies and new concepts 
have expedited advances in the fields of ge-
netics, cell and molecular biology, and 
proteomics; 

(13) much of that scientific knowledge is 
ready to be used in agriculture and food 
sciences through a sustained, disciplined re-
search effort at an institute dedicated to 
conducting that research; 

(14) publicly-sponsored research is essen-
tial to continued agricultural innovation— 

(A) to mitigate or harmonize the long-term 
effects of agriculture on the environment; 

(B) to enhance the long-term sustain-
ability of agriculture; and 

(C) to improve the public health and wel-
fare; 

(15) competitive, peer-reviewed funda-
mental agricultural research is best suited 
to promoting the research from which break-
through innovations that agriculture and so-
ciety require will come; 

(16) it is in the national interest to dedi-
cate additional funds on a long-term, ongo-
ing basis to an institute dedicated to funding 
competitive, peer-reviewed grant programs 
that support and promote the highest caliber 
of fundamental agricultural research; 

(17) the capability of the United States to 
be internationally competitive in agri-
culture is threatened by inadequate invest-
ment in research; 

(18) to be successful over the long term, 
grant-receiving institutions must be ade-
quately reimbursed for costs of conducting 
agricultural research if the institutions are 
to pursue that kind of research; and 

(19) to meet those challenges, address those 
needs, and to provide for vitally needed agri-
cultural innovation, it is in the national in-
terest to provide sufficient Federal funds 
over the long term to fund a significant pro-
gram of fundamental agricultural research 
through an independent national institute. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
establish a national institute— 

(1) to ensure that the technological superi-
ority of agriculture in the United States ef-
fectively serves the people of the United 
States in the coming decades; and 

(2) to support and promote fundamental 
agricultural research of the highest caliber 
to achieve the goals of— 

(A) increasing the international competi-
tiveness of agriculture in the United States; 

(B) developing foods and expanding knowl-
edge to improve diet, nutrition, and health, 
and to combat obesity; 

(C) decreasing the dependence of the 
United States on foreign sources of petro-
leum by— 

(i) developing biobased fuels and products; 
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(ii) enhancing methods of production at 

biobased fuels refineries; 
(iii) reducing energy consumption at 

biobased fuel refineries; and 
(iv) increasing the use of coproducts of 

biobased fuels production; 
(D) creating new and more useful products 

from plants and animals; 
(E) improving food safety to reduce the in-

cidence of foodborne illness in the United 
States; 

(F) improving food security by protecting 
plants and animals in the United States from 
insects, diseases, and the threat of bioter-
rorism; 

(G) enhancing agricultural sustainability; 
(H) improving the environment; 
(I) strengthening the economies of rural 

communities in the United States; 
(J) improving farm profitability and the 

viability and competitiveness of small and 
moderate-sized farms; 

(K) strengthening national security by im-
proving the agricultural productivity of sub-
sistence farmers in developing countries to 
combat hunger and the political instability 
that hunger produces; 

(L) assisting in modernizing and revital-
izing the agricultural research facilities of 
the United States at institutions of higher 
education, independent, nonprofit research 
institutions, and consortia of those institu-
tions, through capital investment; and 

(M) achieving such other goals, and meet-
ing such other needs, as the Secretary or the 
Institute determines to be appropriate. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COUNCIL.—The term ‘‘Council’’ means 

the Standing Council of Advisors established 
by section 4(d)(1). 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Agriculture. 

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Institute. 

(4) FUNDAMENTAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH; 
FUNDAMENTAL SCIENCE.—The terms ‘‘funda-
mental agricultural research’’ and ‘‘funda-
mental science’’ mean research or science 
that, as determined by the Secretary— 

(A) advances the frontiers of knowledge so 
as to lead to practical results or to further 
scientific discovery; and 

(B) has an effect on agriculture, food, 
human health, or another purpose of this Act 
as described in section 2(b). 

(5) INSTITUTE.—The term ‘‘Institute’’ 
means the National Institute of Food and 
Agriculture established by section 4(a). 

(6) MULTIDISCIPLINARY GRANT.—The term 
‘‘multidisciplinary grant’’ means a grant 
provided to 2 or more collaborating inves-
tigators to carry out coordinated, multi-
disciplinary research programs involving 
multiple disciplines that has been approved 
by the Institute. 

(7) PROJECT GRANT.—The term ‘‘project 
grant’’ means a grant provided to 1 or more 
principal investigators to conduct research 
that has been approved by the Institute. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(9) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means— 
(A) each of the several States of the United 

States; 
(B) the District of Columbia; 
(C) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; 
(D) Guam; 
(E) American Samoa; 
(F) the Commonwealth of the Northern 

Mariana Islands; 
(G) the Federated States of Micronesia; 
(H) the Republic of the Marshall Islands; 
(I) the Republic of Palau; and 
(J) the United States Virgin Islands. 
(10) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United 

States’’, when used in a geographical sense, 
means all of the States. 

SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT; COMPOSITION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department an agency to be 
known as the ‘‘National Institute of Food 
and Agriculture’’. 

(b) LOCATION.—The location of the Insti-
tute shall be determined by the Secretary. 

(c) COMPOSITION.—The Institute shall be 
composed of the Council (including commit-
tees and offices established under section 5) 
and the Director. 

(d) STANDING COUNCIL OF ADVISORS.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 

Standing Council of Advisors. 
(2) COMPOSITION.—The Council shall be 

composed of 25 members, including— 
(A) the Director; and 
(B) 24 members appointed by the Sec-

retary, with the concurrence of the Director, 
of whom— 

(i) 12 members shall be highly-qualified sci-
entists who, as determined by the Sec-
retary— 

(I) are not employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment; 

(II)(aa) have expertise in the fields of agri-
cultural research, science, food and nutri-
tion, or related appropriate fields; and 

(bb) represent a diversity of those fields; 
(III) are appropriate for membership on the 

Council solely on the basis of established 
records of distinguished service; and 

(IV) collectively represent the views of ag-
ricultural research and scientific leaders in 
all regions of the United States; and 

(ii) 12 stakeholders shall be distinguished 
members of the public, as determined by the 
Secretary, including— 

(I) representatives of agricultural organi-
zations and industry; and 

(II) individuals with expertise in the envi-
ronment, subsistence agriculture, energy, 
food and nutrition, and human health and 
disease. 

(3) TERM.—The members of the Council 
shall serve staggered, 4-year terms, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(4) MEETINGS.—The Council shall meet at 
the call of the Director and the Secretary, 
but not less often than annually. 

(5) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 
The Council shall elect a Chairperson and 
Vice Chairperson from among the members 
of the Council. 

(6) DUTIES.—The Council shall— 
(A) assist the Director in— 
(i) establishing research priorities of the 

Institute; and 
(ii) reviewing, judging, and maintaining 

the relevance of the programs of the Insti-
tute; 

(B) review all proposals approved by the 
scientific committees established under sec-
tion 5(a)(1) to ensure, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, that the purposes of this 
Act are being met; and 

(C) through the meetings described in para-
graph (4), provide an interface between sci-
entists and stakeholders to ensure, to the 
maximum extent practicable, that the Insti-
tute is coordinating national goals with real-
istic scientific opportunities. 

(e) DIRECTOR.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall be 

headed by a Director, who shall be an indi-
vidual who is— 

(A) a distinguished scientist; and 
(B) appointed by the President (after tak-

ing into consideration recommendations pro-
vided by the Council), by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

(2) TERM.—The Director shall serve for a 
single, 6-year term. 

(3) COMPENSATION.—The Director shall re-
ceive basic pay at the rate provided for level 
II of the Executive Schedule under section 
5513 of title 5, United States Code. 

(4) SUPERVISION.—The Director shall report 
directly to the Secretary. 

(5) AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF DI-
RECTOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided in this Act, the Director 
shall— 

(i) exercise all of the authority provided to 
the Institute by this Act (including any pow-
ers and functions delegated to the Director 
by the Council); 

(ii) in consultation with the Council, for-
mulate programs in accordance with policies 
adopted by the Institute; 

(iii) establish committees and offices with-
in the Institute in accordance with section 5; 

(iv) establish procedures for the peer re-
view of research funded by the Institute; 

(v) establish procedures for the provision 
and administration of grants by the Insti-
tute in accordance with this Act; 

(vi) assess the personnel needs of agricul-
tural research in the areas supported by the 
Institute, and, if determined to be appro-
priate by the Director or the Secretary, for 
other areas of food and agricultural research; 
and 

(vii) cooperate with the Council to plan 
programs that will help meet agricultural 
personnel needs in the future, including port-
able fellowship and training programs in fun-
damental agricultural research and funda-
mental science. 

(B) FINALITY OF ACTIONS.—An action taken 
by the Director in accordance with this Act 
(or in accordance with the terms of a delega-
tion of authority from the Council) shall be 
final and binding upon the Institute. 

(C) DELEGATION AND REDELEGATION OF 
FUNCTIONS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clauses (ii) and (iii), the Director may, from 
time to time and as the Director considers to 
be appropriate, authorize the performance by 
any other officer, agency, or employee of the 
Institute of any of the functions of the Di-
rector under this Act, including functions 
delegated to the Director by the Council. 

(ii) POLICYMAKING FUNCTIONS.—The Direc-
tor may not redelegate policymaking func-
tions delegated to the Director by the Coun-
cil. 

(iii) CONTRACTS, GRANTS, AND OTHER AR-
RANGEMENTS.—The Director may enter into 
contracts and other arrangements, and pro-
vide grants, in accordance with this Act— 

(I) only with the prior approval of the 
Council or under authority delegated by the 
Council; and 

(II) subject to such conditions as the Coun-
cil may specify. 

(iv) REPORTING.—The Director shall 
promptly report each contract or other ar-
rangement entered into, each grant awarded, 
and each other action of the Director taken, 
under clause (iii) to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives. 

(6) STATUS ON COUNCIL.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall be an 

ex officio member of the Council. 
(B) COMPENSATION AND TENURE.—Except 

with respect to compensation and tenure, 
the service of the Director on the Council 
shall be coordinated with the service of other 
members of the Council. 

(C) VOTING; ELECTION.—The Director shall 
be— 

(i) a voting member of the Council; and 
(ii) eligible for election by the Council as 

Chairperson or Vice Chairperson of the Coun-
cil. 

(7) STAFF.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this para-

graph, the Director shall recruit and hire 
such senior staff and other personnel as are 
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necessary to assist the Director in carrying 
out this Act. 

(B) SENIOR STAFF.—Each individual hired 
as senior staff of the Director shall— 

(i) be a highly accomplished scientist, as 
determined by the Director; 

(ii) be recruited from the active scientific 
community; and 

(iii) be appointed and serve on the basis of 
4-year, rotating appointments. 

(C) TEMPORARY STAFF.—Staff hired by the 
Director under this paragraph may include 
scientists and other technical and profes-
sional personnel hired for limited terms, or 
on temporary bases, including individuals on 
leave of absence from academic, industrial, 
or research institutions to work for the In-
stitute. 

(D) COMPENSATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), subject to such policies as the 
Council shall periodically prescribe, the Di-
rector may fix the compensation of staff 
hired under this paragraph without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of title 5, United States 
Code, relating to classification of positions 
and General Schedule pay rates. 

(ii) MAXIMUM RATE OF PAY.—The rate of 
pay for an individual hired under this para-
graph shall not exceed the rate payable for 
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(8) REPORTING AND CONSULTATION.—The Di-
rector shall— 

(A) periodically report to the Secretary 
with respect to activities carried out by the 
Institute; and 

(B) consult regularly with the Secretary to 
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, 
that— 

(i) research of the Institute is relevant to 
agriculture in the United States and other-
wise serves the national interest; and 

(ii) the research of the Institute supple-
ments and enhances, and does not replace, 
research conducted or funded by— 

(I) other agencies of the Department; 
(II) the National Science Foundation; or 
(III) the National Institutes of Health. 

SEC. 5. COMMITTEES AND OFFICES OF INSTI-
TUTE. 

(a) STANDING SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director may estab-

lish such number of standing scientific com-
mittees within the Institute as the Director 
determines to be appropriate. 

(2) COMPOSITION.—A standing scientific 
committee established under paragraph (1) 
shall consist of such members of the Council 
appointed under section 4(d)(2)(B)(i) as the 
Director may select. 

(3) TERM.—Members of a standing sci-
entific committee established under para-
graph (1) shall serve for staggered, 4-year 
terms, as determined by the Director. 

(4) REVIEW OF PROPOSALS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—A standing scientific 

committee shall apply rigorous merit review 
to research proposals received by the Insti-
tute to ensure, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, that research funded by the Institute 
is scientifically of high quality. 

(B) DETERMINATION OF SCIENTIFIC MERIT.—A 
research proposal received by the Institute 
and reviewed by a standing scientific com-
mittee under subparagraph (A) shall be— 

(i) assigned a score based on the scientific 
merit of the proposal, as determined by the 
standing scientific committee; and 

(ii) if approved by the standing scientific 
committee, forwarded, along with the score, 
to the Council for final review. 

(C) DECLINATION OF PROPOSALS.—If the 
Council determines that a research proposal 
forwarded under this paragraph does not 
meet standards of scientific review estab-
lished by a standing scientific committee or 

any similar standard established by the Di-
rector, the Council shall decline to rec-
ommend the research proposal for funding by 
the Institute. 

(5) AD HOC REVIEW MEMBERS.—The Director 
may supplement a standing scientific com-
mittee under this subsection with 1 or more 
ad hoc reviewers in a case in which a re-
search proposal received by the Institute re-
quires specialized knowledge not represented 
on that or any other standing scientific com-
mittee. 

(b) OFFICES.— 
(1) OFFICE OF ADVANCED SCIENCE AND APPLI-

CATION.— 
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall 

establish within the Institute an Office of 
Advanced Science and Application (referred 
to in this paragraph as the ‘‘Office’’). 

(B) DUTIES.—The Office shall— 
(i) closely monitor national needs and ad-

vances in research with the goal of identi-
fying pressing problems for which solutions 
are realistically achievable through re-
search; 

(ii) coordinate creative talent from diverse 
disciplines to bridge potential gaps between 
fundamental agricultural research and high- 
priority, practical needs; and 

(iii) recommend to the Director ways in 
which existing fundamental agricultural re-
search may be applied to the most urgent 
problems addressed by the Institute. 

(C) STAFF.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall employ a 

small, focused staff of rotating experts in 
science and agriculture. 

(ii) TALENT POOL; TERM.—Primary staff of 
the Office— 

(I) shall be appointed from the ranks of ac-
tive scientists; and 

(II) shall serve terms of not to exceed 3 
years. 

(D) INTENSIVE STUDY GROUPS.—The Office 
shall— 

(i) focus primarily on the most urgent 
problems addressed by the Institute; and 

(ii) assemble such intensive study groups 
as are necessary to address those problems. 

(E) REPORTS.—The Office shall submit to 
the Director and the Council periodic reports 
that— 

(i) describe the activities being carried out 
by the Office; and 

(ii) recommended new research priorities 
for the Office, as appropriate. 

(2) OFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC ASSESSMENT AND 
LIAISON.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall 
establish within the Institute an Office of 
Scientific Assessment and Liaison (referred 
to in this paragraph as the ‘‘Office’’). 

(B) DUTIES.—The Office shall— 
(i) monitor the effectiveness of the sci-

entific expenditures by the Institute; 
(ii) oversee the coordination of research ef-

forts of the Institute with those of other pro-
grams; 

(iii) assess the effectiveness of programs of 
the Institute by evaluating— 

(I) the quality of the science funded by the 
Institute, using such tools as are readily 
available; and 

(II) the contributions of the Institute to 
the national research effort, including ways 
in which the Institute collaborates and co-
operates with the Department and with 
other Federal agencies; and 

(iv) encourage cooperative approaches 
among various research agencies within the 
Federal Government. 

(3) OFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC PERSONNEL.— 
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall 

establish within the Institute an Office of 
Scientific Personnel (referred to in this para-
graph as the ‘‘Office’’). 

(B) DUTIES.—The Office shall— 

(i) cooperate with scientific and agricul-
tural experts to assess— 

(I) the number of scientists in agriculture 
and related fields in the United States; and 

(II) how many additional scientists in agri-
culture and related fields are needed to meet 
the purposes of this Act; and 

(ii) generate and maintain data that may 
assist the Director and the Council in plan-
ning appropriate Institute fellowship and 
training programs. 

(4) ADDITIONAL OFFICES.—The Director may 
establish such additional offices within the 
Institute as the Director or the Council de-
termines to be necessary to carry out the du-
ties of the Institute under this Act. 

SEC. 6. DUTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall pro-
vide competitive, peer-reviewed grants in ac-
cordance with section 8(b) to support and 
promote the highest quality of fundamental 
agricultural research, including grants to 
fund research proposals submitted by— 

(1) individual scientists; 
(2) research centers composed of a single 

institution or multiple institutions; and 
(3) other individuals and entities from the 

private and public sectors, including re-
searchers of the Department and other Fed-
eral agencies. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
December 31, 2008, and biennially thereafter, 
the Institute shall submit to the Secretary, 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives a comprehensive report that de-
scribes the research funded and other activi-
ties carried out by the Institute during the 
period covered by the report. 

SEC. 7. POWERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall have 
such authority as is necessary to carry out 
this Act, including the authority— 

(1) to promulgate such regulations as the 
Institute considers to be necessary for gov-
ernance of operations, organization, and per-
sonnel; 

(2) to make such expenditures as are nec-
essary to carry out this Act; 

(3) to enter into contracts or other ar-
rangements, or modifications of contracts or 
other arrangements— 

(A) to provide for the conduct, by organiza-
tions or individuals in the United States (in-
cluding other agencies of the Department, 
Federal agencies, and agencies of foreign 
countries), of such fundamental agricultural 
research, research relating to fundamental 
science, or related activities as the Institute 
considers to be necessary to carry out this 
Act; and 

(B) at the request of the Secretary, for the 
conduct of such specific fundamental agri-
cultural research as is in the national inter-
est or is otherwise of critical importance, as 
determined by the Secretary, with the con-
currence of the Institute; 

(4) to make advance, progress, and other 
payments relating to research and scientific 
activities without regard to subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 3324 of title 31, United 
States Code; 

(5) to acquire by purchase, lease, loan, gift, 
or condemnation, and to hold and dispose of 
by grant, sale, lease, or loan, real and per-
sonal property of all kinds necessary for, or 
resulting from, the exercise of authority 
under this Act; 

(6) to receive and use donated funds, if the 
funds are donated without restriction other 
than that the funds be used in furtherance of 
1 or more of the purposes of the Institute; 

(7) to publish or arrange for the publica-
tion of research and scientific information to 
further the full dissemination of information 
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of scientific value consistent with the na-
tional interest, without regard to section 501 
of title 44, United States Code; 

(8)(A) to accept and use the services of vol-
untary and uncompensated personnel; and 

(B) to provide such transportation and sub-
sistence as are authorized by section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code, for individuals 
serving without compensation; 

(9) to prescribe, with the approval of the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
the extent to which vouchers for funds ex-
pended under contracts for scientific or engi-
neering research shall be subject to 
itemization or substantiation prior to pay-
ment, without regard to the limitations of 
other laws relating to the expenditure and 
accounting of public funds; 

(10) to arrange with and reimburse the Sec-
retary, and the heads of other Federal agen-
cies, for the performance of any activity that 
the Institute is authorized to conduct; and 

(11) to enter into contracts, at the request 
of the Secretary, for the carrying out of such 
specific agricultural research as is in the na-
tional interest or otherwise of critical im-
portance, as determined by the Secretary, 
with the consent of the Institute. 

(b) TRANSFER OF RESEARCH FUNDS OF 
OTHER DEPARTMENTS OR AGENCIES.—Funds 
available to the Secretary, or any other de-
partment or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment, for agricultural or scientific research 
shall be— 

(1) available for transfer, with the approval 
of the Secretary or the head of the other ap-
propriate department or agency involved, in 
whole or in part, to the Institute for use in 
providing grants in accordance with the pur-
poses for which the funds were made avail-
able; and 

(2) if so transferred, expendable by the In-
stitute for those purposes. 

(c) RESTRICTION ON ACTIVITIES.—The Insti-
tute— 

(1) shall be a grant-making entity only; 
and 

(2) shall not— 
(A) conduct fundamental agricultural re-

search or research relating to fundamental 
science; or 

(B) operate any laboratory or pilot facility. 
SEC. 8. BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS. 

(a) BUDGETARY MANAGEMENT GOALS.—The 
Director, in coordination with the Secretary, 
shall manage the budget of the Institute to 
achieve the goals of— 

(1) providing sufficient funds over a period 
of time to achieve the purposes of this Act; 

(2) fostering outstanding scientific talent, 
and directing that talent toward work on 
issues relating to agriculture; and 

(3) adequately reimbursing grant-receiving 
institutions for costs to encourage the pur-
suit of agriculturally-related research. 

(b) BUDGETARY GUIDELINES FOR GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To achieve the goals de-

scribed in subsection (a), the Institute shall, 
to the maximum extent practicable, ensure 
that grants awarded for each fiscal year 
comply with the guidelines described in 
paragraphs (2) and (3). 

(2) PROJECT GRANTS.—With respect to 
project grants, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable— 

(A) the Institute shall award approxi-
mately 1,000 new project grants annually; 

(B) the average project grant amount, in-
cluding overhead, shall be approximately 
$225,000 for each fiscal year, as adjusted in 
accordance with the Consumer Price Index 
for all-urban consumers, United States city 
average, as published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics; 

(C) a project grant shall be provided for a 
maximum period of 5 years, with an average 
award duration of 3.5 years; 

(D) the Institute shall require the recipi-
ents of a project grant to submit appropriate 
reports on research carried out using funds 
from the project grant; and 

(E) the Institute shall provide such number 
of training project grants as the Director or 
the Institute determines to be appropriate. 

(3) MULTIDISCIPLINARY GRANTS.—With re-
spect to multidisciplinary grants, to the 
maximum extent practicable— 

(A) for each of fiscal years 2008 through 
2011, the Institute shall provide 10 multi-
disciplinary grants; 

(B) for fiscal year 2012 and subsequent fis-
cal years, the Institute shall provide multi-
disciplinary grants to fund not fewer than 40 
research centers, on the conditions that— 

(i) sufficient funds are available; and 
(ii) a sufficient number of qualified re-

search proposals are received; 
(C) the research centers provided multi-

disciplinary grants may be composed of a 
single institution or multiple institutions; 

(D) the average multidisciplinary grant 
amount, including overhead, shall be ap-
proximately $3,000,000 for each fiscal year, as 
adjusted in accordance with the Consumer 
Price Index for all-urban consumers, United 
States city average, as published by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics; 

(E) a multidisciplinary grant shall be pro-
vided for a maximum period of 5 years; 

(F) in the aggregate, multidisciplinary 
grants provided under this paragraph for a 
fiscal year shall represent approximately 15 
percent of the total grants provided by the 
Institute for the fiscal year, on the condition 
that a sufficient number of qualified re-
search proposals are received for the fiscal 
year; and 

(G) merit review of the research proposal 
relating to the multidisciplinary grant is 
conducted to ensure, to the maximum extent 
practicable, that only quality research pro-
posals are funded. 

(c) INDIRECT COSTS.—As part of a project 
grant or multidisciplinary grant provided 
under this Act, the Institute shall pay indi-
rect costs of conducting research, including 
the costs of overhead, to the recipient of the 
grant at a rate that is not less than any 
standard negotiated rate applicable to simi-
lar grants made by the National Institutes of 
Health or the National Science Foundation, 
as of the date of enactment of this Act, as 
determined by the Secretary. 
SEC. 9. FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, the Secretary 
shall use to carry out this Act— 

(1) for fiscal year 2008, $245,000,000 for 
project grants, of which not more than 
$20,000,000 shall be made available for admin-
istrative expenses incurred by the Institute; 

(2) for fiscal year 2009, $515,000,000, of 
which— 

(A) not less than $450,000,000 shall be made 
available for project grants; 

(B) not less than $30,000,000 shall be made 
available for multidisciplinary grants; and 

(C) not more than $35,000,000 shall be avail-
able for administrative expenses incurred by 
the Institute; 

(3) for fiscal year 2010, $780,000,000, of 
which— 

(A) not less than $675,000,000 shall be made 
available for project grants; 

(B) not less than $60,000,000 shall be made 
available for multidisciplinary grants; and 

(C) not more than $45,000,000 shall be made 
available for administrative expenses in-
curred by the Institute; 

(4) for fiscal year 2011, $935,000,000, of 
which— 

(A) not less than $800,000,000 shall be made 
available for project grants; 

(B) not less than $90,000,000 shall be made 
available for multidisciplinary grants; and 

(C) not more than $45,000,000 shall be made 
available for administrative expenses in-
curred by the Institute; and 

(5) for fiscal year 2012 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $966,000,000, of which— 

(A) not less than $800,000,000 shall be made 
available for project grants; 

(B) not less than $120,000,000 shall be made 
available for multidisciplinary grants; and 

(C) not more than $46,000,000 shall be made 
available for administrative expenses in-
curred by the Institute. 

(b) LIMITATION.—For fiscal year 2012 and 
each subsequent fiscal year, administrative 
expenses paid by the Institute shall not ex-
ceed 5 percent of the total expenditures of 
the Institute for the fiscal year. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today, 
Senator BOND and I are introducing the 
National Institute of Food and Agri-
culture Act of 2007. The 2002 farm bill 
created a Research, Education and Eco-
nomics Task Force within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA)to evaluate 
agricultural research. A key rec-
ommendation of this task force was to 
create a National Institute for Food 
and Agriculture (NIFA) within USDA 
in order to support fundamental food 
and agricultural research to ensure 
that American agriculture remains 
competitive now and in the future. 
This bill does exactly that. The NIFA 
would be a grant-making agency that 
funds food and agricultural research 
through a competitive, peer-reviewed 
process. These funds would be in addi-
tion to, not as a substitute for, current 
research programs at USDA’s Agricul-
tural Research Service (ARS) and Co-
operative State Research, Education, 
and Extension Service (CSREES). 

American agriculture must ensure 
that our Nation continues to produce 
safe and nutritious food for an increas-
ing population. 

Other challenges include renewable 
energy production, rural development, 
food safety, nutrition and quality, and 
conserving the environment. The Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry held a hearing on 
agricultural research on March 7 of 
this year, and it became clear to me 
that what we need in agricultural re-
search is not only more resources, but 
also more competitive funding while at 
the same time, preserving the capacity 
funding necessary for intramural re-
search, extension and education at 
USDA and at our land-grant institu-
tions. The NIFA Act of 2007 contains 
$3.4 billion of mandatory funding for 
the next 5 years to provide the food and 
agriculture sector with the innovation 
needed to confront these and other 
challenges facing American farmers 
and consumers of food and agriculture 
products now and in the future. Over a 
10-year period, this legislation would 
provide for research a little over 1 per-
cent of total mandatory funding at the 
Department of Agriculture. One per-
cent is certainly a relatively modest 
investment given the public benefits of 
agricultural research, the results of 
which we reap every day as we con-
sume a safe and affordable food supply, 
and as we look to increase farm-based 
renewable energy and biobased prod-
ucts. If we do not invest in research 
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now, increased globalization and com-
petition from foreign markets will be-
come real threats to U.S. agriculture. I 
encourage my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the National Institute of 
Food and Agriculture Act of 2007. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 972. A bill to provide for the reduc-
tion of adolescent pregnancy, HIV 
rates, and other sexually transmitted 
diseases, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Responsible Edu-
cation About Life or ‘‘REAL’’ Act 
along with my cosponsors Senators 
KENNEDY, MURRAY, SCHUMER, BOXER, 
and HARKIN. 

The REAL Act aims to reduce adoles-
cent pregnancy, HIV rates, and other 
sexually transmitted diseases, by pro-
viding Federal funds for comprehensive 
sex education in schools. 

Comprehensive sex education is 
medically accurate, age appropriate 
education that includes information 
about both contraception and absti-
nence. It is an approach that tells our 
kids the truth. 

The REAL act will help young people 
make smart choices and give them all 
the information—not just the ‘‘absti-
nence only’’ side of the story. 

For years, taxpayer dollars have been 
flooded into unproven ‘‘abstinence- 
only’’ programs—while no federal pro-
gram is dedicated to comprehensive sex 
education. 

Under the Bush administration, Fed-
eral support for ‘‘abstinence-only’’ edu-
cation has expanded rapidly. 

The proof is in the numbers. In the 
last 4 years, the Federal government 
has spent over $680 million dollars on 
‘‘abstinence only’’ programs. This year 
President Bush is asking for another 
$204 million dollars for ‘‘abstinence 
only’’ education despite little evidence 
that these programs actually work. 

Would you like to know how much 
money the government has devoted to 
comprehensive sex education programs 
over this same time? Zero dollars. 

Much of the taxpayer funds going to 
‘‘abstinence-only’’ programs are essen-
tially being wasted. 

After years of ‘‘abstinence only’’ pro-
grams, the United States still has the 
highest rates of teen pregnancy in the 
industrialized world and approximately 
50 young Americans a day, an average 
of two an hour, are infected with HIV. 

We have tried denying young people 
information about contraception and 
STD prevention and now it is time to 
provide them with medically accurate 
comprehensive sex education. 

Comprehensive sex education simply 
works better. 

It is a fact that teenagers who re-
ceive sex education that includes dis-
cussion of contraception are more like-
ly to delay sexual activity than those 
who receive abstinence-only education. 

The American public knows what 
works. Parents do not want sexual edu-
cation programs limited to abstinence 
in schools. More than eight in 10 Amer-
icans favor comprehensive sexuality 
education programs that include infor-
mation about contraception over those 
that only promote abstinence. 

The stakes are high: of the 19 million 
cases of sexually transmitted diseases 
every year in the United States, almost 
half of them strike young people be-
tween the ages of 15 and 24. 

These aren’t just numbers. These are 
our sons and daughters whose health 
and well-being are jeopardized when 
ideology comes before sound public pol-
icy. 

That is why we are introducing this 
legislation today. It’s time for a more 
balanced approach; it’s time to protect 
out kids, and it’s time to get REAL. 

The REAL Act is step in a more ef-
fective direction. It brings sex edu-
cation up-to-date in a way that will re-
flect the serious issues and real life sit-
uations millions of young people find 
themselves in every year. 

Young people have a right to accu-
rate and complete information that 
could protect their health and even 
save their lives. I urge my colleagues 
to support the REAL Act and make it 
possible to give young people the tools 
to make safe and responsible decisions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 972 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Responsible 
Education About Life Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds as follows: 
(1) The American Medical Association 

(‘‘AMA’’), the American Nurses Association 
(‘‘ANA’’), the American Academy of Pediat-
rics (‘‘AAP’’), the American College of Obste-
tricians and Gynecologists (‘‘ACOG’’), the 
American Public Health Association 
(‘‘APHA’’), and the Society of Adolescent 
Medicine (‘‘SAM’’) support responsible sexu-
ality education that includes information 
about both abstinence and contraception. 

(2) Recent scientific reports by the Insti-
tute of Medicine, the American Medical As-
sociation, and the Office on National AIDS 
Policy stress the need for sexuality edu-
cation that includes messages about absti-
nence and provides young people with infor-
mation about contraception for the preven-
tion of teen pregnancy, HIV/AIDS and other 
sexually transmitted diseases (‘‘STDs’’). 

(3) Government-funded abstinence-only- 
until-marriage programs are precluded from 
discussing contraception except to talk 
about failure rates. An October 2006 report 
from the Government Accountability Office 
concluded that the current administration of 
abstinence-only-until-marriage programs by 
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices (‘‘HHS’’) fails to require medical accu-
racy of the vast majority of funded programs 
and that no regular monitoring of medical 
accuracy is being carried out by HHS. The 
Government Accountability Office also re-

ported on the Department’s total lack of ap-
propriate and customary measurements to 
determine if funded programs are effective. 
In addition, a separate letter from the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office in October 
2006 to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services Michael Leavitt contained a legal 
finding that the Department was in violation 
of Federal law, in particular section 
317P(c)(2) of the Public Health Services Act 
(42 U.S.C. 247b–17(c)(2)), for not requiring ab-
stinence-only-until-marriage programs to 
provide full and medically accurate informa-
tion about the effectiveness of condoms. The 
Department has argued that the abstinence- 
only-until-marriage programs are exempt 
from the law; however, the Government Ac-
countability Office disagrees. 

(4) A 2006 statement from the American 
Public Health Association (‘‘APHA’’) ‘‘recog-
nizes the importance of abstinence edu-
cation, but only as part of a comprehensive 
sexuality education program . . . APHA calls 
for repealing current federal funding for ab-
stinence-only programs and replacing it with 
funding for a new Federal program to pro-
mote comprehensive sexuality education, 
combining information about abstinence 
with age-appropriate sexuality education.’’. 

(5) The Society for Adolescent Medicine 
(‘‘SAM’’) in a 2006 position paper found the 
following: ‘‘Efforts to promote abstinence 
should be provided within health education 
programs that provide adolescents with com-
plete and accurate information about sexual 
health, including information about con-
cepts of healthy sexuality, sexual orienta-
tion and tolerance, personal responsibility, 
risks of HIV and other STIs and unwanted 
pregnancy, access to reproductive health 
care, and benefits and risks of condoms and 
other contraceptive methods... Current fund-
ing for abstinence-only programs should be 
replaced with funding for programs that 
offer comprehensive, medically accurate sex-
uality education’’. 

(6) Research shows that teenagers who re-
ceive sexuality education that includes dis-
cussion of contraception are more likely 
than those who receive abstinence-only mes-
sages to delay sexual activity and to use con-
traceptives when they do become sexually 
active. 

(7) Comprehensive sexuality education pro-
grams respect the diversity of values and be-
liefs represented in the community and will 
complement and augment the sexuality edu-
cation children receive from their families. 

(8) The median age of puberty is 13 years 
and the average age of marriage is over 26 
years old. American teens need access to 
full, complete, and medically and factually 
accurate information regarding sexuality, 
including contraception, STD/HIV preven-
tion, and abstinence. 

(9) Although teen pregnancy rates are de-
creasing, the United States has the highest 
teen pregnancy rate in the industrialized 
world with between 750,000 and 850,000 teen 
pregnancies each year. Between 75 and 90 
percent of teen pregnancies among 15- to 19- 
year olds are unintended. 

(10) A November 2006 study of declining 
pregnancy rates among teens concluded that 
the reduction in teen pregnancy between 1995 
and 2002 is primarily the result of increased 
use of contraceptives. As such, it is critically 
important that teens receive accurate, unbi-
ased information about contraception. 

(11) More than eight out of ten Americans 
believe that young people should have infor-
mation about abstinence and protecting 
themselves from unplanned pregnancies and 
sexually transmitted diseases. 

(12) The United States has the highest rate 
of infection with sexually transmitted dis-
eases of any industrialized country. In 2005, 
there were approximately 19,000,000 new 
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cases of sexually transmitted diseases, al-
most half of them occurring in young people 
ages 15 to 24. According to the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, these sexu-
ally transmitted diseases impose a tremen-
dous economic burden with direct medical 
costs as high as $14,100,000,000 per year. 

(13) Each year, teens in the United States 
contract an estimated 9.1 million sexually 
transmitted infections. Each year, one in 
four sexually active teens contracts a sexu-
ally transmitted disease. 

(14) Nearly half of the 40,000 annual new 
cases of HIV infections in the United States 
occur in youth ages 13 through 24. Approxi-
mately 50 young people a day, an average of 
two young people every hour of every day, 
are infected with HIV in the United States. 

(15) African-American and Latino youth 
have been disproportionately affected by the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic. Although African-Amer-
ican adolescents ages 13 through 19 represent 
only 15 percent of the adolescent population 
in the United States, they accounted for 73 
percent of new AIDS cases reported among 
teens in 2004. Although Latinos ages 20 
through 24 represent only 18 percent of the 
young adults in the United States, they ac-
counted for 23 percent of the new AIDS cases 
in 2004. 
SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE TO REDUCE TEEN PREG-

NANCY, HIV/AIDS, AND OTHER SEXU-
ALLY TRANSMITTED DISEASES AND 
TO SUPPORT HEALTHY ADOLES-
CENT DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible State shall 
be entitled to receive from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, for each of the 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012, a grant to con-
duct programs of family life education, in-
cluding education on both abstinence and 
contraception for the prevention of teenage 
pregnancy and sexually transmitted dis-
eases, including HIV/AIDS. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR FAMILY LIFE PRO-
GRAMS.—For purposes of this Act, a program 
of family life education is a program that— 

(1) is age-appropriate and medically accu-
rate; 

(2) does not teach or promote religion; 
(3) teaches that abstinence is the only sure 

way to avoid pregnancy or sexually trans-
mitted diseases; 

(4) stresses the value of abstinence while 
not ignoring those young people who have 
had or are having sexual intercourse; 

(5) provides information about the health 
benefits and side effects of all contraceptives 
and barrier methods as a means to prevent 
pregnancy; 

(6) provides information about the health 
benefits and side effects of all contraceptives 
and barrier methods as a means to reduce 
the risk of contracting sexually transmitted 
diseases, including HIV/AIDS; 

(7) encourages family communication 
about sexuality between parent and child; 

(8) teaches young people the skills to make 
responsible decisions about sexuality, in-
cluding how to avoid unwanted verbal, phys-
ical, and sexual advances and how not to 
make unwanted verbal, physical, and sexual 
advances; and 

(9) teaches young people how alcohol and 
drug use can effect responsible decision-
making. 

(c) ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES.—In carrying 
out a program of family life education, a 
State may expend a grant under subsection 
(a) to carry out educational and motiva-
tional activities that help young people— 

(1) gain knowledge about the physical, 
emotional, biological, and hormonal changes 
of adolescence and subsequent stages of 
human maturation; 

(2) develop the knowledge and skills nec-
essary to ensure and protect their sexual and 
reproductive health from unintended preg-

nancy and sexually transmitted disease, in-
cluding HIV/AIDS throughout their lifespan; 

(3) gain knowledge about the specific in-
volvement of and male responsibility in sex-
ual decisionmaking; 

(4) develop healthy attitudes and values 
about adolescent growth and development, 
body image, gender roles, racial and ethnic 
diversity, sexual orientation, and other sub-
jects; 

(5) develop and practice healthy life skills 
including goal-setting, decisionmaking, ne-
gotiation, communication, and stress man-
agement; 

(6) promote self-esteem and positive inter-
personal skills focusing on relationship dy-
namics, including, but not limited to, friend-
ships, dating, romantic involvement, mar-
riage and family interactions; and 

(7) prepare for the adult world by focusing 
on educational and career success, including 
developing skills for employment prepara-
tion, job seeking, independent living, finan-
cial self-sufficiency, and workplace produc-
tivity. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that while 
States are not required to provide matching 
funds, they are encouraged to do so. 
SEC. 5. EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of evalu-
ating the effectiveness of programs of family 
life education carried out with a grant under 
section 3, evaluations of such program shall 
be carried out in accordance with sub-
sections (b) and (c). 

(b) NATIONAL EVALUATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide for a national evaluation of a represent-
ative sample of programs of family life edu-
cation carried out with grants under section 
3. A condition for the receipt of such a grant 
is that the State involved agree to cooperate 
with the evaluation. The purposes of the na-
tional evaluation shall be the determination 
of— 

(A) the effectiveness of such programs in 
helping to delay the initiation of sexual 
intercourse and other high-risk behaviors; 

(B) the effectiveness of such programs in 
preventing adolescent pregnancy; 

(C) the effectiveness of such programs in 
preventing sexually transmitted disease, in-
cluding HIV/AIDS; 

(D) the effectiveness of such programs in 
increasing contraceptive knowledge and con-
traceptive behaviors when sexual intercourse 
occurs; and 

(E) a list of best practices based upon es-
sential programmatic components of evalu-
ated programs that have led to success in 
subparagraphs (A) through (D). 

(2) REPORT.—A report providing the results 
of the national evaluation under paragraph 
(1) shall be submitted to the Congress not 
later than March 31, 2011, with an interim re-
port provided on a yearly basis at the end of 
each fiscal year. 

(c) INDIVIDUAL STATE EVALUATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A condition for the re-

ceipt of a grant under section 3 is that the 
State involved agree to provide for the eval-
uation of the programs of family education 
carried out with the grant in accordance 
with the following: 

(A) The evaluation will be conducted by an 
external, independent entity. 

(B) The purposes of the evaluation will be 
the determination of— 

(i) the effectiveness of such programs in 
helping to delay the initiation of sexual 
intercourse and other high-risk behaviors; 

(ii) the effectiveness of such programs in 
preventing adolescent pregnancy; 

(iii) the effectiveness of such programs in 
preventing sexually transmitted disease, in-
cluding HIV/AIDS; and 

(iv) the effectiveness of such programs in 
increasing contraceptive knowledge and con-
traceptive behaviors when sexual intercourse 
occurs. 

(2) USE OF GRANT.—A condition for the re-
ceipt of a grant under section 3 is that the 
State involved agree that not more than 10 
percent of the grant will be expended for the 
evaluation under paragraph (1). 
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term ‘‘eligible State’’ means a 

State that submits to the Secretary an ap-
plication for a grant under section 3 that is 
in such form, is made in such manner, and 
contains such agreements, assurances, and 
information as the Secretary determines to 
be necessary to carry out this Act. 

(2) The term ‘‘HIV/AIDS’’ means the 
human immunodeficiency virus, and includes 
acquired immune deficiency syndrome. 

(3) The term ‘‘medically accurate’’, with 
respect to information, means information 
that is supported by research, recognized as 
accurate and objective by leading medical, 
psychological, psychiatric, and public health 
organizations and agencies, and where rel-
evant, published in peer review journals. 

(4) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. 
SEC. 7. APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of car-
rying out this Act, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the fiscal years 2008 through 2012. 

(b) ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amounts appro-
priated under subsection (a) for a fiscal 
year— 

(1) not more than 7 percent may be used for 
the administrative expenses of the Secretary 
in carrying out this Act for that fiscal year; 
and 

(2) not more than 10 percent may be used 
for the national evaluation under section 
5(b). 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. DURBIN, and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 973. A bill to amend the Mandatory 
Victims’ Restitution Act to improve 
restitution for victims of crime, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to be joined by Senators 
GRASSLEY, DURBIN and COLLINS in re- 
introducing the Restitution for Vic-
tims of Crime Act. This legislation will 
give Justice Department officials the 
tools they say are needed to help them 
do a better job of collecting court-or-
dered Federal restitution and fines. It 
is virtually identical to the bill we in-
troduced in June of last year. 

Recent information from the Justice 
Department suggests the many victims 
of crime and their families continue to 
face a significant challenge in trying 
to recover a sense of emotional and fi-
nancial security after a crime has been 
perpetrated against them. 

By law, victims of Federal crimes are 
generally entitled to ‘‘full and timely 
restitution’’ for losses from a convicted 
offender. Unfortunately new Justice 
Department data show that the 
amount of uncollected Federal crimi-
nal debt is still spiraling upward— 
jumping from some $41 billion in fiscal 
year 2005 to nearly $46 billion at the 
end of fiscal year 2006. This is a hike of 
some $5 billion in uncollected Federal 
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criminal debt int he past fiscal year 
alone. Criminal debt ordered by Fed-
eral courts in North Dakota that re-
mained uncollected at the end of fiscal 
year 2006 totaled $18.7 million, up al-
most $4 million from the preceding 
year. 

Crime victims should not have to 
worry if those in charge of collecting 
court-ordered restitution on their be-
half are making every possible effort to 
do so. We believe that passing the Res-
titution for Victimis of Crime Act 
would greatly help Federal criminal 
justice officials in this task. 

Our bill includes provisions that will 
remove many existing impediments to 
increased collections. It will also pro-
vide new tools to help Federal criminal 
justice officials prevent criminal de-
fendants from spending or hiding their 
ill-gotten gains and other financial as-
sets by setting up pre-conviction proce-
dures for preserving assets for victims’ 
restitution. 

I hope that my Senate colleagues will 
help us get the legislation enacted at 
the first available opportunity. This 
will send a clear and much-needed mes-
sage to white collar and other crimi-
nals: if you commit a crime you will be 
held accountable and will not be al-
lowed to benefit in any way from your 
criminal activity and ill-gotten gains. I 
also believe this bill will reassure 
many innocent victims of Federal 
crime that the justice system is work-
ing hard to recover court-ordered res-
titution that is owed to such victims. 

I understand that criminal debt col-
lection can be a tough job. It may be 
impossible to collect the full amount of 
restitution owed to victims in some 
cases. Clearly criminal debt collections 
may be more difficult in cases where 
convicted criminals are in prison, ill- 
gotten gains are already gone or these 
criminals are without any other finan-
cial means to pay their full restitution. 

However, victims of crime in this 
country should expect Federal law en-
forcement officials tasked with col-
lecting outstanding restitution to do a 
better job. At the very least, crime vic-
tims should not be concerned that 
their prospects for financial restitution 
are being diminished because criminal 
offenders are frittering away their ill- 
gotten gains on lavish lifestyles and 
the like. But, as I have mentioned be-
fore, past Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) investigations rightly 
give many crime victims real reason to 
worry. GAO’s work made clear that 
more financial assets could be recov-
ered but for a failure of some criminal 
justice officials to make criminal debt 
collection a top priority. 

At my request, the GAO reviewed 
five white-collar financial fraud cases 
and concluded that the Justice Depart-
ment’s prospects were ‘‘not good for 
collecting additional restitution from 
offenders’’ owed to the victims—even 
though one or more of the criminal of-
fenders involved had reported earning 
millions of dollars in income, having 
millions in net worth and/or were 

spending thousands of dollars monthly 
on entertainment and clothing prior to 
the judgments entered against them. In 
addition, the GAO found that certain 
offenders had taken expensive trips 
overseas, had fraudulently obtained 
millions of dollars in assets and con-
verted those assets for personal use, 
had established businesses for their 
children, or held homes worth millions 
of dollars that were located in upscale 
neighborhoods. Despite all of this re-
ported wealth, GAO found that only a 
small fraction of court-ordered restitu-
tion owed to victims had been col-
lected. 

The legislation that Senator GRASS-
LEY and I are re-introducing today is 
based on a comprehensive package of 
recommendations by the Justice De-
partment that stem in large part from 
the work of the Task Force on Improv-
ing the Collection of Criminal Debt. 
Justice Department officials believe 
these changes will remove many of the 
current impediments to better debt 
collection. 

For example, Justice Department of-
ficials described a circumstance where 
they were prevented by a court from 
accessing $400,000 held in a criminal of-
fender’s 401(k) plan to pay a $4 million 
restitution debt to a victim because 
that court said the defendant was com-
plying with a $250 minimum monthly 
payment plan and that payment sched-
ule precluded any other enforcement 
actions. Our bill would remove impedi-
ments like this in the future. 

This legislation will address another 
major problem identified by the GAO 
for officials in charge of criminal debt 
collection; that is, many years can pass 
between the date a crime occurs and 
the date a court orders restitution. 
This gives criminal defendants ample 
opportunity to spend or hide their ill- 
gotten gains. Our bill sets up pre-con-
viction procedures for preserving assets 
for victims’ restitution. These tools 
will help ensure that financial assets 
traceable to a crime are available when 
a court imposes a final restitution 
order on behalf of a victim. These tools 
are similar to those already used suc-
cessfully in some States and by Federal 
officials in certain asset forfeiture 
cases. 

Key provisions of the bill would do 
the following: 

Clarify that court-ordered Federal 
criminal restitution is due imme-
diately in full upon imposition, just 
like in civil cases and that any pay-
ment schedule ordered by a court is 
only a minimum obligation of a con-
victed offender. 

Allow Federal prosecutors to access 
financial information about a defend-
ant in the possession of the U.S. Proba-
tion Office—without the need for a 
court order. 

Clarify that final restitution orders 
can be enforced by criminal justice of-
ficials through the Bureau of Prisons’ 
Inmate Financial Responsibility Pro-
gram. 

Ensure that if a court restricts the 
ability of criminal justice officials to 

enforce a financial judgment, the court 
must do so expressly for good cause on 
the record. Absent exceptional cir-
cumstances, the court must require a 
deposit, the posting of a bond or im-
pose additional restraints upon the de-
fendant from transferring or dis-
sipating assets. 

Help ensure better recovery of res-
titution by requiring a court to enter a 
pre-conviction restraining order or in-
junction, require a satisfactory per-
formance bond, or take other action 
necessary to preserve property that is 
traceable to the commission of a 
charged offense or to preserve other 
nonexempt assets if the court deter-
mines that it is in the interest of jus-
tice to do so. 

Under the bill, a criminal defendant 
is allowed to challenge a court’s pre- 
judgment asset preservation order. For 
example, a defendant may challenge a 
post-indictment restraining order if he 
or she can show that there is no prob-
able cause to justify the restraint or 
the order does not provide the accused 
with adequate resources for attorney 
fees or reasonable living expenses. 

Permit the Attorney General to com-
mence a civil action under the Anti- 
Fraud Injunction Statute to enjoin a 
person who is committing or about to 
commit a Federal offense that may re-
sult in a restitution order; and permit 
a court to restrain the dissipation of 
assets in any case where it has power 
to enjoin the commission of a crime, 
not just banking or health care fraud 
as permitted under current law. 

Allow the United States under the 
Federal Debt Collections Procedure 
Act to use prejudgment remedies to 
preserve assets in criminal cases that 
are similar to those used in civil cases 
when it is needed to preserve a defend-
ant’s assets for restitution. Such rem-
edies, including attachment, garnish-
ment, and receivership, are not cur-
rently available in criminal cases be-
cause there is no enforceable debt prior 
to an offender’s conviction and judg-
ment. 

Clarify that a victim’s attorney fees 
may be included in restitution orders, 
including cases where such fees are a 
foreseeable result from the commission 
of the crime, are incurred to help re-
cover lost property or expended by a 
victim to defend against third-party 
lawsuits resulting from the defendant’s 
crime. 

Allow courts at their discretion to 
order immediate restitution to those 
that have suffered economic losses or 
serious bodily injury or death as the 
result of environmental felonies. Under 
current law, courts can impose restitu-
tion in such cases as a condition of pro-
bation or supervised release but this 
means that many victims of environ-
ment crimes must wait for years to be 
compensated for their losses, if at all. 

The Restitution for Victims of Crime 
Act has previously been endorsed by a 
number of organizations concerned 
about the well-being of crime victims, 
including: The National Center for Vic-
tims of Crime, Mothers Against Drunk 
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Driving, the National Organization for 
Victims Assistance (NOVA), the Na-
tional Alliance to End Sexual Violence, 
Parents of Murdered Children, Inc., 
Justice Solutions, the National Net-
work to End Domestic Violence, the 
National Coalition Against Domestic 
Violence, and the National Association 
of VOCA Assistance Administrators 
(NAVAA). Most recently, the National 
Crime Victim Law Institute shared its 
support for our bill. 

Last year, United States Attorney 
Drew Wrigley in Fargo, North Dakota 
said this legislation ‘‘represents impor-
tant progress toward ensuring that vic-
tims of crime are one step closer to 
being made whole.’’ 

Senator GRASSLEY and I look forward 
to working with these groups and oth-
ers to move this bill forward in the leg-
islative process. With the Justice De-
partment’s help, we can make criminal 
debt collection a top priority for all 
Federal criminal justice officials once 
again. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
HARKIN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 974. A bill to amend title VII of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide that the 
provisions relating to countervailing 
duties apply to nonmarket economy 
countries, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 974 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Stopping 
Overseas Subsidies Act’’. 
SEC. 2. APPLICATION OF COUNTERVAILING DU-

TIES TO NONMARKET ECONOMIES 
AND STRENGTHENING APPLICATION 
OF THE LAW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 701(a)(1) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671(a)(1)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘(including a non-
market economy country)’’ after ‘‘country’’ 
each place it appears. 

(b) USE OF ALTERNATE METHODOLOGIES IN-
VOLVING CHINA.—Section 771(5)(E) of the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(5)(E)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: ‘‘If the 
administering authority encounters special 
difficulties in identifying and calculating the 
amount of a benefit under clauses (i) through 
(iv) with respect to an investigation or re-
view involving the People’s Republic of 
China, without regard to whether the admin-
istering authority determines that China is a 
nonmarket economy country under para-
graph (18) of this section, the administering 
authority shall use methodologies to iden-
tify and calculate the amount of the benefit 
that take into account the possibility that 
terms and conditions prevailing in China 
may not always be available as appropriate 
benchmarks. In applying such methodolo-
gies, where practicable, the administering 
authority should take into account and ad-
just terms and conditions prevailing in 

China before using terms and conditions pre-
vailing outside of China. If the administering 
authority determines that China is a non-
market economy country under paragraph 
(18) of this section, the administering au-
thority shall presume, absent a demonstra-
tion of compelling evidence to the contrary, 
that special difficulties exist in calculating 
the amount of a benefit under clauses (i) 
through (iv) with respect to an investigation 
or review involving China and that it is not 
practicable to take into account and adjust 
terms and conditions prevailing in China, 
and the administering authority shall use 
terms and conditions prevailing outside of 
China.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (b) apply to peti-
tions filed under section 702 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671a) on or after October 1, 
2006. 

(d) ANTIDUMPING PROVISIONS NOT AF-
FECTED.—The amendments made by sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall not affect the sta-
tus of a country as a nonmarket economy 
country for the purposes of any matter relat-
ing to antidumping duties under subtitle B 
of title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1673 et seq.). 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend-
ments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall 
not be construed to affect the interpretation 
of any provision of law as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act with respect to the application of coun-
tervailing duties to nonmarket economy 
countries. 
SEC. 3. REVOCATION OF NONMARKET ECONOMY 

COUNTRY STATUS. 
(a) AMENDMENT OF DEFINITION OF ‘‘NON-

MARKET ECONOMY COUNTRY’’.—Section 
771(18)(C)(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1677(18)(C)(i)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(i) Any determination that a foreign 
country is a nonmarket economy country 
shall remain in effect until— 

‘‘(I) the administering authority makes a 
final determination to revoke the determina-
tion under subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(II) a joint resolution is enacted into law 
pursuant to section 3 of the Stopping Over-
seas Subsidies Act.’’. 

(b) NOTIFICATION BY PRESIDENT; JOINT RES-
OLUTION.—Whenever the administering au-
thority makes a final determination under 
section 771(18)(C)(i)(I) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(18)(C)(i)(I)) to revoke the 
determination that a foreign country is a 
nonmarket economy country— 

(1) the President shall notify the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives of that determination not 
later than 10 days after the publication of 
the administering authority’s final deter-
mination in the Federal Register; 

(2) the President shall transmit to the Con-
gress a request that a joint resolution be in-
troduced pursuant to this section; and 

(3) a joint resolution shall be introduced in 
the Congress pursuant to this section. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘joint resolution’’ means only 
a joint resolution of the 2 Houses of the Con-
gress, the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Congress 
approves the change of nonmarket economy 
status with respect to the products of 
lllll transmitted by the President to 
the Congress on lllll.’’, the first blank 
space being filled in with the name of the 
country with respect to which a determina-
tion has been made under section 771(18)(C)(i) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1677(18)(C)(i)), and the second blank space 
being filled with the date on which the Presi-
dent notified the Committee on Finance of 

the Senate and the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives under 
subsection (b)(1). 

(d) INTRODUCTION.—A joint resolution shall 
be introduced (by request) in the House of 
Representatives by the majority leader of 
the House, for himself, or by Members of the 
House designated by the majority leader of 
the House, and shall be introduced (by re-
quest) in the Senate by the majority leader 
of the Senate, for himself, or by Members of 
the Senate designated by the majority leader 
of the Senate. 

(e) AMENDMENTS PROHIBITED.—No amend-
ment to a joint resolution shall be in order 
in either the House of Representatives or the 
Senate, and no motion to suspend the appli-
cation of this subsection shall be in order in 
either House, nor shall it be in order in ei-
ther House for the presiding officer to enter-
tain a request to suspend the application of 
this subsection by unanimous consent. 

(f) PERIOD FOR COMMITTEE AND FLOOR CON-
SIDERATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the committee or com-
mittees of either House to which a joint res-
olution has been referred have not reported 
the joint resolution at the close of the 45th 
day after its introduction, such committee 
or committees shall be automatically dis-
charged from further consideration of the 
joint resolution and it shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. A vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall be taken in each 
House on or before the close of the 15th day 
after the joint resolution is reported by the 
committee or committees of that House to 
which it was referred, or after such com-
mittee or committees have been discharged 
from further consideration of the joint reso-
lution. If, prior to the passage by one House 
of a joint resolution of that House, that 
House receives the same joint resolution 
from the other House, then— 

(A) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the other House, but 

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 

(2) COMPUTATION OF DAYS.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), in computing a number of 
days in either House, there shall be excluded 
any day on which that House is not in ses-
sion. 

(g) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE.— 
(1) MOTION PRIVILEGED.—A motion in the 

House of Representatives to proceed to the 
consideration of a joint resolution shall be 
highly privileged and not debatable. An 
amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) DEBATE LIMITED.—Debate in the House 
of Representatives on a joint resolution shall 
be limited to not more than 20 hours, which 
shall be divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the joint resolution. 
A motion further to limit debate shall not be 
debatable. It shall not be in order to move to 
recommit a joint resolution or to move to re-
consider the vote by which a joint resolution 
is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(3) MOTIONS TO POSTPONE.—Motions to 
postpone, made in the House of Representa-
tives with respect to the consideration of a 
joint resolution, and motions to proceed to 
the consideration of other business, shall be 
decided without debate. 

(4) APPEALS.—All appeals from the deci-
sions of the Chair relating to the application 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives 
to the procedure relating to a joint resolu-
tion shall be decided without debate. 

(5) OTHER RULES.—Except to the extent 
specifically provided in the preceding provi-
sions of this subsection, consideration of a 
joint resolution shall be governed by the 
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Rules of the House of Representatives appli-
cable to other bills and resolutions in similar 
circumstances. 

(h) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.— 
(1) MOTION PRIVILEGED.—A motion in the 

Senate to proceed to the consideration of a 
joint resolution shall be privileged and not 
debatable. An amendment to the motion 
shall not be in order, nor shall it be in order 
to move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) DEBATE LIMITED.—Debate in the Senate 
on a joint resolution, and all debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than 20 hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) CONTROL OF DEBATE.—Debate in the 
Senate on any debatable motion or appeal in 
connection with a joint resolution shall be 
limited to not more than 1 hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by, the 
mover and the manager of the joint resolu-
tion, except that in the event the manager of 
the joint resolution is in favor of any such 
motion or appeal, the time in opposition 
thereto shall be controlled by the minority 
leader or his designee. Such leaders, or ei-
ther of them, may, from time under their 
control on the passage of a joint resolution, 
allot additional time to any Senator during 
the consideration of any debatable motion or 
appeal. 

(4) OTHER MOTIONS.—A motion in the Sen-
ate to further limit debate is not debatable. 
A motion to recommit a joint resolution is 
not in order. 

(i) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
AND SENATE.—Subsections (c) through (h) are 
enacted by the Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such subsections (c) 
through (h) are deemed a part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, but applicable only 
with respect to the procedure to be followed 
in that House in the case of joint resolutions 
described in subsection (c), and subsections 
(c) through (h) supersede other rules only to 
the extent that they are inconsistent there-
with; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same manner 
and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 
SEC. 4. STUDY AND REPORT ON SUBSIDIES BY 

PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA. 
(a) STUDY.—The United States Inter-

national Trade Commission shall conduct a 
study, under section 332 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332), regarding how the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China uses government 
intervention to promote investment, em-
ployment, and exports. The study shall com-
prehensively catalog, and when possible 
quantify, the practices and policies that cen-
tral, provincial, and local government bodies 
in the People’s Republic of China use to sup-
port and to attempt to influence decision-
making in China’s manufacturing enter-
prises and industries. Chapters of this study 
shall include, but not be limited to, the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Privatization and private ownership. 
(2) Nonperforming loans. 
(3) Price coordination. 
(4) Selection of industries for targeted as-

sistance. 
(5) Banking and finance. 
(6) Utility rates. 
(7) Infrastructure development. 
(8) Taxation. 
(9) Restraints on imports and exports. 
(10) Research and development. 
(11) Worker training and retraining. 

(12) Rationalization and closure of uneco-
nomic enterprises. 

(b) REPORT.—The Congress requests that— 
(1) not later than 9 months after the date 

of the enactment of this Act, the Inter-
national Trade Commission complete its 
study under subsection (a), submit a report 
on the study to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate, 
and make the report available to the public; 
and 

(2) not later than 1 year after the report 
under paragraph (1) is submitted, and annu-
ally thereafter through 2017, the Inter-
national Trade Commission prepare and sub-
mit to the committees referred to in para-
graph (1) an update of the report and make 
the update of the report available to the pub-
lic. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 117—COM-
MEMORATING THE 25TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE CONSTRUC-
TION AND DEDICATION OF THE 
VIETNAM VETERANS MEMORIAL 

Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. WARNER, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. REED, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. VOINOVICH, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. VITTER, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
OBAMA, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
SUNUNU, Mr. TESTER, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. CORKER, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
ENZI, and Mr. ALEXANDER) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs: 

S. RES. 117 

Whereas 2007 marks the 25th anniversary of 
the construction and dedication of the Viet-
nam Veterans Memorial in Washington, D.C.; 

Whereas the memorial displays the names 
of more than 58,000 men and women who lost 
their lives between 1956 and 1975 in the Viet-
nam combat area or are still missing in ac-
tion; 

Whereas every year millions of people in 
the United States visit the monument to pay 
their respects to those who served in the 
Armed Forces; 

Whereas the Vietnam Veterans Memorial 
has been a source of comfort and healing for 
Vietnam veterans and the families of the 
men and women who died while serving their 
country; and 

Whereas the memorial has come to rep-
resent a legacy of healing and demonstrates 
the appreciation of the people of the United 
States for those who made the ultimate sac-
rifice: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) expresses its support and gratitude for 
all of the men and women who served honor-
ably in the Armed Forces of the United 
States in defense of freedom and democracy 
during the Vietnam War; 

(2) extends its sympathies to all people in 
the United States who suffered the loss of 
friends and family in Vietnam; 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to remember the sacrifices of our vet-
erans; and 

(4) commemorates the 25th anniversary of 
the construction and dedication of the Viet-
nam Veterans Memorial. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 118—URGING 
THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA 
TO END THE COMMERCIAL SEAL 
HUNT 
Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Ms. COLLINS, 

and Mr. BIDEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 118 

Whereas on November 15, 2006, the Govern-
ment of Canada opened a commercial hunt 
for seals in the waters off the east coast of 
Canada; 

Whereas an international outcry regarding 
the plight of the seals hunted in Canada re-
sulted in the 1983 ban by the European Union 
of whitecoat and blueback seal skins and the 
subsequent collapse of the commercial seal 
hunt in Canada; 

Whereas the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) bars the 
import into the United States of any seal 
products; 

Whereas in February 2003, the Ministry of 
Fisheries and Oceans in Canada authorized 
the highest quota for harp seals in Canadian 
history, allowing nearly 1,000,000 seals to be 
killed over a 3-year period; 

Whereas more than 1,000,000 seals have 
been killed over the past 3 years; 

Whereas harp seal pups can legally be 
hunted in Canada as soon as they have begun 
to molt their white coats at approximately 
12 days of age; 

Whereas 95 percent of the seals killed over 
the past 5 years were pups between just 12 
days and 12 weeks of age, many of which had 
not yet eaten their first solid meal or taken 
their first swim; 

Whereas a report by an independent team 
of veterinarians invited to observe the hunt 
by the International Fund for Animal Wel-
fare concluded that the seal hunt failed to 
comply with basic animal welfare regula-
tions in Canada and that governmental regu-
lations regarding humane killing were not 
being respected or enforced; 

Whereas the veterinary report concluded 
that as many as 42 percent of the seals stud-
ied were likely skinned while alive and con-
scious; 

Whereas the commercial slaughter of seals 
in the Northwest Atlantic is inherently 
cruel, whether the killing is conducted by 
clubbing or by shooting; 

Whereas many seals are shot in the course 
of the hunt, but escape beneath the ice where 
they die slowly and are never recovered, and 
these seals are not counted in official kill 
statistics, making the actual kill level far 
higher than the level that is reported; 

Whereas the commercial hunt for harp and 
hooded seals is a commercial slaughter car-
ried out almost entirely by non-Native peo-
ple from the East Coast of Canada for seal 
fur, oil, and penises (used as aphrodisiacs in 
some Asian markets); 

Whereas the fishing and sealing industries 
in Canada continue to justify the expanded 
seal hunt on the grounds that the seals in 
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the Northwest Atlantic are preventing the 
recovery of cod stocks, despite the lack of 
any credible scientific evidence to support 
this claim; 

Whereas two Canadian government marine 
scientists reported in 1994 that the true 
cause of cod depletion in the North Atlantic 
was over-fishing, and the consensus among 
the international scientific community is 
that seals are not responsible for the col-
lapse of cod stocks; 

Whereas harp and hooded seals are a vital 
part of the complex ecosystem of the North-
west Atlantic, and because the seals con-
sume predators of commercial cod stocks, re-
moving the seals might actually inhibit re-
covery of cod stocks; 

Whereas certain ministries of the Govern-
ment of Canada have stated clearly that 
there is no evidence that killing seals will 
help groundfish stocks to recover; and 

Whereas the persistence of this cruel and 
needless commercial hunt is inconsistent 
with the well-earned international reputa-
tion of Canada: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate urges the Gov-
ernment of Canada to end the commercial 
hunt on seals that opened in the waters off 
the east coast of Canada on November 15, 
2006. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Canada’s 
commercial seal hunt is the largest 
slaughter of marine mammals in the 
world. According to the Humane Soci-
ety of the United States (HSUS), over 
one million seals have been killed for 
their fur in the past three years. In 2006 
alone, more than 350,000 seals were 
slaughtered, most of them between 12 
days and 12 weeks old. 

Canada officially opened another seal 
hunt on November 15, 2006, paving the 
way for hundreds of thousands of baby 
seals to be killed for their fur during 
the spring of 2007. Today, I am joined 
by Senator COLLINS and Senator BIDEN 
in submitting a resolution that urges 
the Government of Canada to end this 
senseless and inhumane slaughter. 

A study by an independent team of 
veterinarians in 2001, found that the 
seal hunt failed to comply with basic 
animal welfare standards and that Ca-
nadian regulations with regard to hu-
mane killing were not being enforced. 
The study concluded that up to 42 per-
cent of the seals studied were likely 
skinned while alive and conscious. The 
United States has long banned the im-
port of seal products because of wide-
spread outrage over the magnitude and 
cruelty of the hunt. 

It makes little sense to continue this 
inhumane industry that employs only 
a few hundred people on a seasonal, 
part-time basis and only operates for a 
few weeks a year, in which the con-
centrated killings takes place. In New-
foundland, where over 90 percent of the 
hunters live, the economic contribu-
tion of the seal hunt is marginal. In 
fact, exports of seal products from 
Newfoundland account for less than 
one-tenth of one percent of the prov-
ince’s total exports. 

Canada is fortunate to have vast and 
diverse wildlife populations, but these 
animals deserve protection, not sense-
less slaughter. Americans have a long 
history of defending marine mammals, 
best evidenced by the Marine Mammal 

Protection Act of 1972. Polls show that 
close to 80 percent of Americans and 
the vast majority of Europeans oppose 
Canada’s seal hunt. In fact, close to 70 
percent of Canadians surveyed oppose 
the hunt completely, with even higher 
numbers opposing specific aspects of 
the hunt, such as killing baby seals. 

The U.S. Government has opposed 
this senseless slaughter, as noted in 
the attached, January 19, 2005, letter 
from the U.S. Department of State, in 
response to a letter Senator COLLINS 
and I wrote to President Bush, urging 
him to raise this issue during his No-
vember 30, 2004, visit with Canadian 
Prime Minister Paul Martin. 

The clubbing of baby seals can not be 
defended or justified. Canada should 
end it, just as we ended the Alaska seal 
hunt more than 20 years ago. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
January 19, 2005, letter from the U.S. 
State Department and the text of the 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. January 19, 2005. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: This is in response 
to your letter to the President of November 
24, 2004, regarding Canadian commercial seal 
hunting. The White House has requested that 
the Department of State respond. We regret 
the delay in responding. Unfortunately, this 
letter was not received in the Department of 
State until mid-December, well after the ref-
erenced meeting between President Bush and 
Prime Minister Paul Martin of Canada. 

We are aware of Canada’s seal hunting ac-
tivities and of the opposition to it expressed 
by many Americans. Furthermore, we can 
assure you that the United States has a long-
standing policy opposing the hunting of seals 
and other marine mammals absent sufficient 
safeguards and information to ensure that 
the hunting will not adversely impact the af-
fected marine mammal population or the 
ecosystem of which it is a part. The United 
States policy is reflected in the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA) 
which generally prohibits, with narrow and 
specific exceptions, the taking of marine 
mammals in waters or lands subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States and the im-
portation of marine mammals and marine 
mammal products into the United States. 

The United States has made known to the 
Government of Canada its objections and the 
objections of concerned American legislators 
and citizens to the Canadian commercial 
seal hunt on numerous occasions over recent 
years. The United States has also opposed 
Canada’s efforts within the Arctic Council to 
promote trade in sealskins and other marine 
mammal products. 

We hope this information is helpful to you. 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if we 
can be of assistance in this or any other mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
NANCY POWELL, 

(For Paul V. Kelly, Asst. 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs). 

SENATE RESOLUTION 119—TO AU-
THORIZE TESTIMONY BY A 
FORMER DETAILEE OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 119 
Whereas, the Committee on the Judiciary 

has received a request from an attorney in 
the Office of the General Counsel of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation for a declara-
tion from a former detailee of the Com-
mittee, Steven M. Dettelbach, for use in the 
Department of Justice’s administrative pro-
ceeding styled In re George A Runkle. Jr., 
OARM–WB No. 06–2; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
can, by administrative or judicial process, be 
taken from such control or possession but by 
permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus-
tice, the Senate will take such action as will 
promote the ends of justice consistent with 
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the former detailee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, Steven M. 
Dettelbach, is authorized to provide a dec-
laration for use in the administrative pro-
ceeding In re George A. Runkle, Jr., OARM– 
WB No. 06–2. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 120—DESIG-
NATING MARCH 22, 2007, AS NA-
TIONAL REHABILITATION COUN-
SELORS APPRECIATION DAY 

Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Ms. 
LANDRIEU) submitted the following res-
olution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 120 

Whereas rehabilitation counselors conduct 
assessments, provide counseling, support to 
families, and plan and implement rehabilita-
tion programs for those in need; 

Whereas the purpose of the professional or-
ganizations in rehabilitation is to promote 
the improvement of rehabilitation services 
available to persons with disabilities 
through quality education and rehabilitation 
research for counselors; 

Whereas the various professional organiza-
tions, including the National Rehabilitation 
Association (NRA), Rehabilitation Coun-
selors and Educators Association (RCEA), 
the National Council on Rehabilitation Edu-
cation (NCRE), the National Rehabilitation 
Counseling Association (NRCA), the Amer-
ican Rehabilitation Counseling Association 
(ARCA), the Commission on Rehabilitation 
Counselor Certification (CRCC), the Council 
of State Administrators of Vocational Reha-
bilitation (CSAVR), and the Council on Re-
habilitation Education (CORE) have stood 
firm to advocate up-to-date education and 
training and the maintenance of professional 
standards in the field of rehabilitation coun-
seling and education; 

Whereas on March 22, 1983, Martha Walker 
of Kent State University, who was President 
of the NCRE, testified before the Sub-
committee on Select Education of the House 
of Representatives, and was instrumental in 
bringing to the attention of Congress the 
need for rehabilitation counselors to be 
qualified; and 
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Whereas the efforts of Martha Walker led 

to the enactment of laws that now require 
rehabilitation counselors to have proper cre-
dentials in order to provide a higher level of 
quality service to those in need: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates March 22, 2007, as National 

Rehabilitation Counselors Appreciation Day; 
and 

(2) commends all of the hard work and 
dedication that rehabilitation counselors 
provide to individuals in need and the nu-
merous efforts that the multiple professional 
organizations have made to assisting those 
who require rehabilitation. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 23—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT PROVISIONS THAT 
PROVOKE VETO THREATS FROM 
THE PRESIDENT SHOULD NOT BE 
INCLUDED ON BILLS THAT AP-
PROPRIATE FUNDS FOR THE IM-
PLEMENTATION OF REC-
OMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE 
CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations: 

S. CON. RES. 23 

Whereas Congress and President George W. 
Bush approved the final recommendations of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission under the 2005 round of defense 
base closure and realignment; 

Whereas these recommendations propose 
major changes in the positioning of United 
States military personnel; 

Whereas the Department of Defense is 
moving rapidly to implement these rec-
ommendations; 

Whereas the communities near military in-
stallations that are slated to receive major 
troop increases have already invested time 
and capital in making preparations for up-
coming increases in population; and 

Whereas funding these recommendations 
on an annual basis is absolutely necessary 
for their implementation and the economic 
confidence of the communities that are ex-
pecting increases in population: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that Congress should not include 
provisions that provoke veto threats from 
the President in bills that appropriate funds 
for the implementation of recommendations 
of the Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 525. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
GREGG) proposed an amendment to the con-
current resolution S. Con. Res. 21, setting 
forth the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 and 
including the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012. 

SA 526. Mr. BAYH (for himself, Ms. SNOWE, 
and Mrs. LINCOLN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the con-
current resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra. 

SA 527. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. STEVENS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 528. Mr. BIDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 529. Mr. BIDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 530. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 531. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 532. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 533. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 534. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 535. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. 
WEBB, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 536. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and 
Mr. ISAKSON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 537. Mr. WEBB (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. REID) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 538. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra. 

SA 539. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 540. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 541. Mr. SMITH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 542. Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra. 

SA 543. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 544. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 545. Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Ms. 
MIKULSKI) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra. 

SA 546. Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, and Mr. PRYOR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 547. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 548. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 

to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 549. Mrs. DOLE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 550. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 551. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 552. Mrs. DOLE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 553. Mrs. DOLE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 554. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 555. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 556. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 557. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 558. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 559. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 560. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 561. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 562. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 563. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 564. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 565. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 566. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 567. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 568. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 569. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 570. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:22 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00085 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S22MR7.REC S22MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3632 March 22, 2007 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 571. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 572. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 573. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 574. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mr. KYL) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the concurrent reso-
lution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 575. Mr. LEVIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 576. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 577. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. 
GRAHAM) proposed an amendment to the con-
current resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra. 

SA 578. Mr. DEMINT (for himself and Mr. 
KYL) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 579. Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 580. Mr. NELSON, of Florida submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 581. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 582. Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. COLE-
MAN, and Mr. ROBERTS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 583. Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. 
THUNE) proposed an amendment to the con-
current resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra. 

SA 584. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 585. Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mrs. 
CLINTON) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 586. Mr. OBAMA (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. SALAZAR, and Mr. KENNEDY) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 587. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, 
and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 588. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 589. Mr. DORGAN (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 590. Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. BIDEN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 591. Mr. ROCKEFELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 592. Mrs. DOLE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 593. Mr. BURR submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 594. Mr. BUNNING (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, and Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 595. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 596. Mr. REED (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. PRYOR, 
Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. DODD) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 597. Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 598. Mr. CONRAD proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, supra. 

SA 599. Mr. OBAMA (for himself, Mr. BUN-
NING, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. LUGAR, and Mrs. 
BOXER) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 600. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. DURBIN, 
and Mr. KERRY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 601. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
NELSON, of Florida) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 602. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 603. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 604. Mrs. BOXER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 605. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 606. Mr. LOTT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 607. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and 
Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-

rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 608. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 609. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 610. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 611. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 612. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 613. Mr. SPECTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 614. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 615. Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 616. Mr. KERRY (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 617. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 618. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. DEMINT, and Mr. KYL) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 619. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. GRAHAM) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 620. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. 
WEBB, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 525. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and 
Mr. GREGG) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 
21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
as follows: 

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$4,291,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$6,949,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$9,936,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$13,270,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$2,047,000,000. 
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On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$6,949,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$9,936,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$13,270,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$4,291,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$6,949,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$9,936,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$13,270,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$6,339,000,000. 
On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$13,288,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$23,224,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$36,494,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$2,047,000,000. 
On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$6,339,000,000. 
On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$13,288,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$23,224,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$36,494,000,000. 
On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$2,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$2,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$6,500,000,000. 
On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$6,500,000,000. 
On page 19, line 24, decrease the amoont by 

$9,100,000,000. 
On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$9,100,000,000. 
On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$11,900,000,000. 
On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$11,900,000,000. 
On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$47,000,000. 
On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$47,000,000. 
On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$191,000,000. 
On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$191,000,000. 
On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$449,000,000. 
On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$449,000,000. 
On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$836,000,000. 
On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$836,000,000. 
On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$1,370,000,000. 
On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$1,370,000,000. 

SA 526. Mr. BAYH (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Mrs. LINCOLN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-

els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; as follows: 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$776,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$178,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$349,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$742,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$776,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$178,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$349,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$742,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 
$776,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$178,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$349,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$742,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$896,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,074,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$725,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$17,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$896,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,074,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$725,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$17,000,000. 

SA 527. Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. STEVENS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 
21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 11, line 9, increase the amount by 
$125,000,000. 

On page 11, line 10, increase the amount by 
$56,000,000. 

On page 11, line 14, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 11, line 18, increase the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 31, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$125,000,000. 

On page 31, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$56,000,000. 

On page 31, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 31, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 31, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

SA 528. Mr. BIDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 18, line 13, increase the amount by 
$11,000,000. 

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by 
$18,000,000. 

On page 18, line 21, increase the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$60,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$18,000,000. 

On page 23, line 21, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$24,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$36,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$21,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

SA 529. Mr. BIDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$598,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$72,000,000. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$167,000,000. 

On page 23, line 21, increase the amount by 
$150,000,000. 

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by 
$90,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$598,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$72,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$167,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$150,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$120,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$90,000,000. 

SA 530. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
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through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 47, line 25, strike ‘‘direct spend-
ing’’ and all that follows through ‘‘or rev-
enue’’ on page 48, line 1. 

SA 531. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. ll. CAP ON SPENDING BEYOND INFLATION. 

(a) REPORT.—If in any year the Congres-
sional Budget Office, in its report pursuant 
to section 202(e)(1) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, projects that Federal 
spending will exceed the rate of inflation for 
the budget year or any subsequent fiscal 
year covered by those projections, then the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for the 
budget year shall reduce spending relative to 
the projections of Congressional Budget Of-
fice to a level not exceeding the level for the 
preceding fiscal year adjusted for inflation 
plus population growth. 

(b) POINTS OF ORDER.— 
(1) BUDGET RESOLUTION.—If in any year the 

Congressional Budget Office, in its report 
pursuant to section 202(e)(1) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 projects that Fed-
eral spending will exceed the rate of infla-
tion for the budget year or any subsequent 
fiscal year covered by those projections, it 
shall not be in order in the Senate to con-
sider a concurrent resolution on the budget 
for the budget year, any amendment thereto, 
or any conference report thereon that fails 
to comply with subsection (a). 

(2) LEGISLATION.—It shall not be in order in 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
to consider any bill or joint resolution, as re-
ported, or any amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon, if such measure 
would exceed the limits set in the budget 
resolution pursuant to paragraph (1). 

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.— 
(1) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or 

suspended only by the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn. 

(2) APPEAL.—An affirmative vote of three- 
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(d) BUDGET YEAR.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘budget year’’ shall have the same 
meaning as in section 250(c)(12) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

SA 532. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR TAX REFORM. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that pro-

vides for the implementation of a new tax 
code in the year 2012 based on fairness, sim-
plicity, and international competitiveness, 
by the amounts provided in that legislation 
for that purpose, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase spending over the 
total of the period of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012 and such legislation would not 
increase revenues in any year in the period 
of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 533. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND TO BALANCE THE 

BUDGET WITHOUT RAISING TAXES. 
The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that 
would balance the budget without raising 
taxes by the amounts provided in that legis-
lation for that purpose, provided that such 
legislation would not increase spending over 
the total of the period of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012 and such legislation would not 
increase revenues in any year in the period 
of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 534. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for spinach producers on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 535. Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mr. WEBB, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 10, line 9, increase the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 10, line 10, increase the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

SA 536. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, 
Mr. ISAKSON) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 

for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE STATE 
CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE 
PROGRAM (SCHIP). 

If the Committee on Finance reports a bill 
or joint resolution, if an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or if a conference report is 
submitted thereon, that provides for reau-
thorization of the State Children’s Health 
Insurance Program (SCHIP), eliminates en-
hanced Federal matching payments for 
health benefits coverage under SCHIP of 
nonpregnant adults, and permits States to 
offer supplemental dental and mental health 
benefits for children enrolled in SCHIP, 
then, provided that the Committee is within 
its allocation as provided under section 
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget may revise allocations of new budget 
authority and outlays, the revenue aggre-
gates, and other appropriate measures to re-
flect such legislation, provided that such leg-
islation would not increase the deficit for 
fiscal year 2008 and the period of fiscal years 
2008 through 2012. 

SA 537. Mr. WEBB (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
WYDEN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REID) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 59, line 7, after ‘‘erans’’ insert ‘‘, 
including GI educational benefits’’. 

SA 538. Mr. CARPER (for himself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND 

FOR REDUCTION OF IMPROPER PAY-
MENTS. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, functional totals, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution 
upon enactment of legislation that achieves 
savings by eliminating or reducing improper 
payments made by agencies reporting im-
proper payments estimates under the Im-
proper Payments Information Act of 2002 and 
uses such savings to reduce the deficit, pro-
vided that the legislation would not increase 
the deficit over the total of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012. 

SA 539. Mr. CARPER (for himself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
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concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND 

FOR DISPOSAL OF EXCESS PROP-
ERTY. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, functional totals, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution 
upon enactment of legislation that results in 
the disposal of vacant or unneeded Federal 
real property and uses any profits or savings 
realized to reduce the deficit, provided that 
the legislation would not increase the deficit 
over the total of fiscal years 2007 through 
2012. 

SA 540. Mr. CARPER (for himself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND 

FOR INCREASED USE OF RECOVERY 
AUDITS. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, functional totals, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution 
upon enactment of legislation that achieves 
savings by requiring that agencies increase 
their use of the recovery audits authorized 
by the Erroneous Payments Recovery Act of 
2001 (section 831 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act of FY2002) and uses such sav-
ings to reduce the deficit, provided that the 
legislation would not increase the deficit 
over the total of fiscal years 2007 through 
2012. 

SA 541. Mr. SMITH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$505,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$2,690,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,758,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$3,585,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$4,331,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$505,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$2,690,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$2,758,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$3,585,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$4,331,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$87,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$219,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$378,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$582,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$87,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$219,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$378,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$582,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$517,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 
$2,777,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$2,977,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$3,963,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 
$4,913,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$517,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$3,294,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$6,271,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,234,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$15,147,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$517,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$3,294,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$6,271,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$10,234,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$15,147,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by 
$87,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 
$87,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, increase the amount by 
$219,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, increase the amount by 
$219,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 
$378,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 
$378,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by 
$582,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 
$582,000,000. 

SA 542. Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, 
Ms. SNOWE, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the concurrent reso-
lution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; as follows: 

On page 22, line 12, increase the amount by 
$70,000,000. 

On page 22, line 13, increase the amount by 
$62,000,000. 

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$70,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$62,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

SA 543. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL REVENUES. 

The budgetary totals in this resolution as-
sume that the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
shall be amended in the same manner as pro-
vided in sections 211, 212, and 214 of S. 554 of 
the 110th Congress. 

SA 544. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 50, line 8, insert ‘‘, such as en-
hanced charitable giving from individual re-
tirement accounts,’’ before ‘‘and’’. 

SA 545. Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Ms. MIKULSKI) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; as follows: 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$10,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$14,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$14,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,500,000,000. 
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On page 10, line 9, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 10, line 10, increase the amount by 

$10,300,000,000. 
On page 10, line 13, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 
On page 10, line 14, increase the amount by 

$14,600,000,000. 
On page 10, line 17, increase the amount by 

$14,800,000,000. 
On page 10, line 18, increase the amount by 

$14,800,000,000. 
On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 

$4,500,000,000. 
On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,500,000,000. 

SA 546. Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mrs. 
LINCOLN, and Mr. PRYOR) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$29,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$26,100,000. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$2,900,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$29,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$26,100,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$2,900,000. 

SA 547. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. PROVISION OF DATA ON MEDICARE 

PART D TO AGENCIES WITHIN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES AND USE OF SUCH 
DATA FOR CONDUCTING RESEARCH. 

If the Senate Committee on Finance— 
(1) reports a bill, or if an amendment is of-

fered thereto, or if a conference report is 
submitted thereon, that— 

(A) calls for the transfer of data on Medi-
care part D to agencies within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, such as 
the Food and Drug Administration, for the 
purpose of conducting research and other ac-
tivities to improve the public’s safety, such 
as through enhancing post-marketing sur-
veillance to improve drug safety; 

(B) creates a framework and parameters 
for the use of Medicare part D data by uni-
versity-based and other researchers for the 
purpose of conducting research on health 
care safety, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
quality and drug utilization, safety, efficacy, 
and effectiveness, among other topics; and 

(C) includes provisions to protect bene-
ficiary privacy and to prevent disclosure of 
proprietary or trade secret information with 
respect to the transfer and use of such data; 
and 

(2) is within its allocation as provided 
under section 302(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, the Chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Budget may revise al-

locations of new budget authority and out-
lays, the revenue aggregates, and other ap-
propriate measures to reflect such legisla-
tion provided that such legislation would not 
increase the deficit for fiscal year 2008, and 
for the period of fiscal years 2008 through 
2012. 

SA 548. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 53, line 22, insert ‘‘and that in-
cludes financial incentives for physicians to 
improve the quality and efficiency of items 
and services furnished to Medicare bene-
ficiaries through the use of consensus-based 
quality measures’’ after ‘‘Act’’. 

SA 549. Mrs. DOLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 13, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 13, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 13, line 13, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 13, line 14, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 13, line 17, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 13, line 18, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by 
$0. 

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by 
$0. 

On page 13, line 25, increase the amount by 
$0. 

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by 
$0. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

SA 550. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 

through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 31, line 13, strike ‘‘2017’’ and insert 
‘‘2012’’. 

On page 33, line 24, strike ‘‘2017’’ and insert 
‘‘2012’’. 

On page 37, line 24, strike ‘‘2017’’ and insert 
‘‘2012’’. 

SA 551. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 11, line 9, increase the amount by 
$125,000,000. 

On page 11, line 10, increase the amount by 
$56,000,000. 

On page 11, line 14, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 11, line 18, increase the amount by 
$13,000,000. 

On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$125,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$56,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 121, decrease the amount 
by $13,000,000. 

On page 326, line 25, decrease the amount 
by $6,000,000. 

SA 552. Mrs. DOLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

SA 553. Mrs. DOLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 
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On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$2,000,000. 

SA 554. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for salaries and expenses of the 
Farm Service Agency on a supplemental ap-
propriations bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) 
that is designated to supplement funding for 
ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 555. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for the International Boundary and 
Water Commission on a supplemental appro-
priations bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) 
that is designated to supplement funding for 
ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 556. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for the Food and Drug Administra-
tion on a supplemental appropriations bill 
pursuant to subsection (f)(1) that is des-
ignated to supplement funding for ongoing 
combat operations’’. 

SA 557. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-

cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration on a supplemental ap-
propriations bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) 
that is designated to supplement funding for 
ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 558. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for salaries and expenses for the U.S. 
House of Representatives on a supplemental 
appropriations bill pursuant to subsection 
(f)(1) that is designated to supplement fund-
ing for ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 559. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for radio upgrades for the U.S. Cap-
itol Police on a supplemental appropriations 
bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) that is des-
ignated to supplement funding for ongoing 
combat operations’’. 

SA 560. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for asbestos mitigation on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 561. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 

authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for government contracting reform 
on a supplemental appropriations bill pursu-
ant to subsection (f)(1) that is designated to 
supplement funding for ongoing combat op-
erations’’. 

SA 562. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for rural schools on a supplemental 
appropriations bill pursuant to subsection 
(f)(1) that is designated to supplement fund-
ing for ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 563. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for wildlife suppression on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 564. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for salmon fishery on a supplemental 
appropriations bill pursuant to subsection 
(f)(1) that is designated to supplement fund-
ing for ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 565. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for shrimp and menhaden fishing in-
dustries on a supplemental appropriations 
bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) that is des-
ignated to supplement funding for ongoing 
combat operations’’. 

SA 566. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for the milk income loss contract 
program on a supplemental appropriations 
bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) that is des-
ignated to supplement funding for ongoing 
combat operations’’. 

SA 567. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for livestock on a supplemental ap-
propriations bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) 
that is designated to supplement funding for 
ongoing combat operations’’. 

SA 568. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for peanut storage costs on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 569. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for aquaculture businesses on a sup-
plemental appropriations bill pursuant to 
subsection (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 570. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 

through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for citrus assistance on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 571. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for spinach producers on a supple-
mental appropriations bill pursuant to sub-
section (f)(1) that is designated to supple-
ment funding for ongoing combat oper-
ations’’. 

SA 572. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself 
and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 12, line 9, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 12, line 10, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 12, line 14, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

SA 573. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Strike subsection (a) of section 308 and in-
sert the following: 

(a) PROVISION OF MEDICARE PART D INFOR-
MATION TO CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT AGEN-
CIES.—If the Senate Committee on Finance— 

(1) reports a bill, or if an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or if a conference report is 
submitted thereon, that— 

(A) provides for the transfer of data on 
part D from the Department of Health and 
Human Service to Congressional Support 
Agencies, such as the Congressional Budget 
Office, for the purposes of conducting over-
sight with respect to part D and comparing 
prescription drug prices under part D to 
prices under other programs; and 

(B) includes provisions to protect bene-
ficiary privacy and to prevent disclosure of 

proprietary or trade secret information with 
respect to the transfer of such data; and 

(2) is within its allocation as provided 
under section 302(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise allocations of new 
budget authority and outlays, the revenue 
aggregates, and other appropriate measures 
to reflect such legislation provided that such 
legislation would not increase the deficit for 
fiscal year 2008, and for the period of fiscal 
years 2008 through 2012. 

SA 574. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mr. KYL) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$543,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$119,000,000. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 23, line 21, increase the amount by 
$109,000,000. 

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by 
$81,000,000. 

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by 
$71,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$543,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$119,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$109,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$81,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$71,000,000. 

At the end, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE STATE 

CRIMINAL ALIEN ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Control of illegal immigration is a Fed-
eral responsibility. 

(2) The State Criminal Alien Assistance 
Program (referred to in this section as 
‘‘SCAAP’’) carried out pursuant to section 
241(i) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1231(i)) provides critical funding 
to States and localities for reimbursement of 
costs incurred as a result of housing undocu-
mented criminal aliens. 

(3) Congress appropriated $300,000,000 for 
SCAAP to reimburse State and local govern-
ments for those costs in fiscal year 2004. 

(4) Congress appropriated $305,000,000 for 
SCAAP to reimburse State and local govern-
ments for those costs in fiscal year 2005. 

(5) Congress appropriated $405,000,000 for 
SCAAP to reimburse State and local govern-
ments for those costs in fiscal year 2006. 

(6) Congress appropriated $399,000,000 for 
SCAAP to reimburse State and local govern-
ments for those costs in fiscal year 2007. 

(7) Congress has authorized to be appro-
priated $950,000,000 to carry out SCAAP for 
each of the fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the budgetary totals in this 
resolution assume that $950,000,000 should be 
made available for SCAAP for fiscal year 
2008. 

SA 575. Mr. LEVIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR MANUFACTURING INITIATIVES. 
The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference 
reports, including tax legislation, that would 
revitalize the United States domestic manu-
facturing sector by increasing Federal re-
search and development, by expanding the 
scope and effectiveness of manufacturing 
programs across the Federal government, by 
leveling the international playing field for 
United States domestic manufacturers in the 
areas of health care and trade, by increasing 
support for development of alternative fuels 
and leap-ahead automotive and energy tech-
nologies, and by establishing tax incentives 
to encourage the continued production in the 
United States of advanced technologies and 
the infrastructure to support such tech-
nologies, by the amounts provided in that 
legislation for those purposes, provided that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over the total of the period of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 576. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 9, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘, except that the 
authority to designate shall not apply to 
funding for farmland damaged by freezing 
temperatures on a supplemental appropria-
tions bill pursuant to subsection (f)(1) that is 
designated to supplement funding for ongo-
ing combat operations’’. 

SA 577. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself, 
Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ROBERTS, 
and Mr. GRAHAM) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; as follows: 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$277,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$634,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$939,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,307,000,000. 

SA 578. Mr. DEMINT (for himself and 
Mr. KYL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$2,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$35,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$31,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$2,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$2,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$35,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$31,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$133,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$240,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$2,747,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$113,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$240,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$2,747,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$2,150,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,533,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$3,140,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$36,142,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 
$33,747,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$2,150,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$3,683,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$6,823,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$42,966,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$76,713,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$2,150,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$3,683,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$6,823,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$42,966,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$76,713,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by 
$133,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 
$133,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, increase the amount by 
$240,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, increase the amount by 
$240,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by 
$2,747,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 
$2,747,000,000. 

SA 579. Ms. SNOWE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by 
$74,000,000. 

On page 14, line 10, increase the amount by 
$57,000,000. 

On page 14, line 14, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 14, line 18, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 14, line 22, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 15, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$74,000,000. 

On page 15, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$57,000,000. 

On page 15, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$12,000,000. 

On page 15, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 15, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

SA 580. Mr. NELSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
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through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 49, line 17, insert after ‘‘disabled 
military personnel’’ the following: ‘‘or vet-
erans (including the elimination of the offset 
between Survivor Benefit Plan annuities and 
veterans’ dependency and indemnity com-
pensation)’’. 

SA 581. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 24, line 13, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 24, line 17, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 24, line 20, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 24, line 21, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 25, line 3, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

SA 582. Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. 
COLEMAN, and Mr. ROBERTS) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008, and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. 326. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that of the in-
crease in funding provided by this concur-
rent resolution for the Department of Edu-
cation, $2,000,000,000 should be provided di-
rectly to the Secretary of Education to be 
used exclusively to fund part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411 et seq.). 

SA 583. Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. 
THUNE) proposed an amendment to the 

concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; as fol-
lows: 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$388,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$886,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$17,390,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$14,602,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$388,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$886,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$17,390,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$14,602,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. s 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 
$398,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$926,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$17,862,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 
$15,848,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$418,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,345,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$19,207,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$35,054,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$418,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,345,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$19,207,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$35,054,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. 

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 
$472,000,000. 

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 
$1,246,000,000. 

SA 584. Mr. COLEMAN (for himself 
and Mr. COBURN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by 
$75,000,000. 

On page 18, line 13, increase the amount by 
$45,000,000. 

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by 
$22,500,000. 

On page 18, line 21, increase the amount by 
$7,500,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$75,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$45,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$22,500,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$7,500,000. 

SA 585. Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mrs. CLINTON) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND TO IMPROVE HEALTH 

CARE QUALITY AND INFORMATION. 
In the Senate, if the Senate Committee on 

Finance reports a bill or joint resolution, if 
an amendment is offered thereto, or if a con-
ference report is submitted thereon, that— 

(1) requires the Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services to share Medicare enroll-
ment, claims, survey, and assessment data 
with select private sector entities to develop 
reports to measure health care quality for 
the public in a manner that ensures bene-
ficiary privacy; 

(2) allows such select private sector enti-
ties to develop reports to measure health 
care quality and cost at the provider and 
supplier level; and 

(3) includes incentives to improve quality 
and reduce cost throughout the health care 
delivery system, 

then, provided that the committee is within 
its allocation as provided under section 
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, the Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on the Budget may revise allocations of new 
budget authority and outlays, the revenue 
aggregates, and other appropriate aggregates 
to reflect such legislation, to the extent that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2008 and for the period of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012. 

SA 586. Mr. OBAMA (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. SALAZAR, and Mr. 
KENNEDY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
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for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 61, after line 16, insert the fol-
lowing: 

(4) provides for more timely processing of 
applications or fee reductions for legal immi-
grants seeking to become citizens; 

SA 587. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, and Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 48, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 210. PROHIBITION ON SCORING OF 

AMOUNTS FROM SALES OR LEASES 
OF CERTAIN FEDERAL LAND. 

Any amount realized from the sale or lease 
of land or interests in land (other than a sale 
or lease authorized by statute, as of the date 
of adoption of this concurrent resolution by 
both Houses) that are part of the National 
Park System, the National Forest System, 
or the National Wildlife Refuge System shall 
not be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues. 

SA 588. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

After section 322, insert the following: 
SEC. 322A. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR PRESCHOOL OPPORTUNITIES. 
If the Committee on Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, after pro-
viding sufficient funding for Head Start and 
the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant, reports a bill or a joint resolution, or 
an amendment is offered in the Senate to 
such a bill or joint resolution, or a con-
ference report is submitted to the Senate on 
a such a bill or joint resolution, that aug-
ments or establishes a Federal program that 
provides assistance to States that offer or 
expand preschool to children of low-income 
families, the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may revisit the ag-
gregates, allocations, and other appropriate 
levels in this resolution by amounts provided 
in such measure for that purpose, provided 
that such legislation would not increase the 
deficit for the total of the period of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 589. Mr. DORGAN (for himself and 
Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 

fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 62, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 322A. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR THE SAFE IMPORTATION OF 
FDA-APPROVED PRESCRIPTION 
DRUGS. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, and other levels in this resolution 
for a bill, joint resolution, motion, amend-
ment, or conference report that permits the 
safe importation of prescription drugs ap-
proved by the Food and Drug Administration 
from a specified list of countries, by the 
amounts provided in such legislation for that 
purpose, provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit over the total 
of the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 590. Mr. DORGAN (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. 
BIDEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; as fol-
lows: 

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 18, line 13, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 18, line 21, increase the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

SA 591. Mr. ROCKEFELLER sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO 

IMPROVE CHILD SUPPORT COLLEC-
TIONS. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that al-
lows and encourages States to reinvest in-
centive payments received under part D of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to im-
prove child support collections, by the 
amounts provided in that legislation for that 
purpose, provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit over the total 
of the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 592. Mrs. DOLE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 

Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 13, line 9, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 10, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 13, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 14, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 17, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 18, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 13, line 25, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

SA 593. Mr. BURR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 53, line 9, insert ‘‘, except that, in 
order to promote competition and lower drug 
prices under part D of title XVIII of such 
Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services may not interfere with the negotia-
tions between drug manufacturers and phar-
macies and PDP sponsors with respect to 
drugs for the treatment of diabetes,’’ after 
‘‘1395w–111(i)(1))’’. 

SA 594. Mr. BUNNING (for himself 
Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. GRASSLEY) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the concurrent 
resolution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

PROTECTING STATE FLEXIBILITY IN 
MEDICAID. 

If the Committee on Finance reports a bill 
or joint resolution, if an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or if a conference report is 
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submitted thereon, that implements im-
provements to Medicare, Medicaid, or the 
State Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
but that does not reduce the ability of States 
to provide coverage to Medicaid recipients 
through flexible benefit options that provide 
greater opportunities to provide health bene-
fits coverage for Medicaid recipients, or alter 
the guarantee in section 1937 of the Social 
Security Act of coverage of early and peri-
odic screening, diagnostic, and treatment 
services for children, then, provided that the 
Committee is within its allocation as pro-
vided under section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget may revise al-
locations of new budget authority and out-
lays, the revenue aggregates, and other ap-
propriate measures to reflect such legisla-
tion, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit for fiscal year 2008 
and the period of fiscal years 2008 through 
2012. 

SA 595. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be propose by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

On page 26, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 26, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$5,600,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$14,300,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$17,500,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$19,800,000,000. 

SA 596. Mr. REED (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mrs. CLINTON, and 
Mr. DODD) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by 
$703,000,000. 

On page 20, line 13, increase the amount by 
$527,000,000. 

On page 20, line 17, increase the amount by 
$162,000,000. 

On page 20, line 21, increase the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$703,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$527,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$162,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

SA 597. Ms. SNOWE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 50, line 7, insert ‘‘the permanent 
extension of expensing under section 179 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with an in-
crease in the expensing limit to $200,000 and 
the phaseout threshold to $800,000 and other’’ 
after ‘‘including’’. 

SA 598. Mr. CONRAD proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

EXTENSION OF CERTAIN ENERGY 
TAX INCENTIVES. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-

cations, and other levels in this resolution 
for a bill, joint resolution, motion, amend-
ment, or conference report that would ex-
tend through 2015 energy tax incentives, in-
cluding the production tax credit for elec-
tricity produced from renewable resources, 
the Clean Renewable Energy Bond program, 
and the provisions to encourage energy effi-
cient buildings, products and power plants, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the total of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 599. Mr. OBAMA (for himself, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. LUGAR, 
and Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 11, line 9, increase the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

On page 11, line 10, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 11, line 14, increase the amount by 
$70,000,000. 

On page 11, line 18, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 12, line 1, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$70,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

SA 600. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mr. KERRY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

A DELAY IN THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF A PROPOSED RULE RELATING TO 
THE FEDERAL-STATE FINANCIAL 
PARTNERSHIPS UNDER MEDICAID 
AND SCHIP. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that pro-
vides for a delay in the implementation of 
the proposed rule published on January 18, 
2007, on pages 2236 through 2248 of volume 72, 
Federal Register (relating to parts 433, 447, 
and 457 of title 42, Code of Federal Regula-
tions) or any other rule that would affect the 
Medicaid program and SCHIP in a similar 
manner, by the amounts provided in that 
legislation for that purpose, provided that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over the total of the period of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 
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SA 601. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 

Mr. NELSON of Florida) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND TO PROVIDE ADDI-

TIONAL TRAINING FOR PHYSICIANS 
AND ATTRACT MORE PHYSICIANS IN 
STATES THAT FACE A SHORTAGE OF 
PHYSICIANS IN TRAINING. 

The Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee may revise the aggregates, alloca-
tions, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that pro-
vides additional training for physicians and 
attracts more physicians in States that face 
a shortage of physicians in training, pro-
vided that the legislation would not increase 
the deficit over the total of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012. 

SA 602. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 18, line 13, increase the amount by 
$36,000,000. 

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount 
$36,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

SA 603. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 9, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$22,000,000. 

On page 9, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$18,000,000. 

On page 9, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 9, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, increase the amount by 
$22,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, increase the amount by 
$18,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

SA 604. Mrs. BOXER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-

sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF SENATE ON REDEPLOYMENT 

OF UNITED STATES MILITARY 
FORCES FROM IRAQ. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The bipartisan Iraq Study Group rec-
ommended that all United States combat 
brigades not necessary for force protection 
could be out of Iraq by the first quarter of 
2008 and that ‘‘the U.S. should not make an 
open-ended commitment to keep large num-
bers of American troops deployed in Iraq’’. 

(2) On November 15, 2005, the Senate voted 
79-19 in support of an amendment stating 
that ‘‘calendar year 2006 should be a period 
of significant transition to full Iraqi sov-
ereignty, with Iraqi security forces taking 
the lead for the security of a free and sov-
ereign Iraq, thereby creating the conditions 
for the phased redeployment of United 
States forces from Iraq’’. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the budget of the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 2008 includes funding 
for the redeployment of United States mili-
tary forces from Iraq. 

SA 605. Mr. KENNEDY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. llll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
MODERNIZATION LEGISLATION. 

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that 
modernizes unemployment insurance by 
making incentive payments to States, by the 
amounts provided in that legislation for that 
purpose, provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit over the total 
of the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 606. Mr. LOTT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$13,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$36,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$41,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$46,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$39,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$23,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$13,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$36,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$41,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$46,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$39,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$23,900,000,000. 

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 
$225,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,539,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$3,413,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$5,653,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$7,944,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$9,809,000,000. 

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by 
$225,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$1,539,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$3,413,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$5,653,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$7,944,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$9,809,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$14,025,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$38,139,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by 
$45,113,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$52,553,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$47,244,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, increase the amount by 
$33,709,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 
$14,025,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$52,164,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$97,278,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$149,831,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$197,075,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$230,784,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by 
$14,025,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$52,164,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$97,278,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$149,831,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$197,075,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$230,784,000,000. 

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by 
$225,000,000. 

On page 25, line 9, increase the amount by 
$225,000,000. 

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1,539,000,000. 

On page 25, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1,539,000,000. 

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by 
$3,413,000,000. 

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by 
$3,413,000,000. 

On page 25, line 20 increase the amount by 
$5,653,000,000. 

On page 25, line 21, increase the amount by 
$5,653,000,000. 
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On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 

$7,944,000,000. 
On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 

$7,944,000,000. 
On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by 

$9,809,000,000. 
On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 

$9,809,000,000. 

SA 607. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself 
and Mr. GRAHAM of Florida) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

IMPROVED RETIREMENT BENEFITS 
FOR MEMBERS OF THE READY RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMED FORCES. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the aggre-
gates, allocations, and other appropriate lev-
els in this resolution for a bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re-
port that provides for an improved retire-
ment benefit for members of the Ready Re-
serve, by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for that purpose, provided that such 
legislation would not increase the deficit 
over the total of the period of fiscal years 
2007 through 2012. 

SA 608. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On Page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000. 

On Page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$45,000,000. 

On Page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by 
$250,000,000. 

On page 24, line 13, increase the amount by 
$250,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$300,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$295,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

SA 609. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. SOCIAL SECURITY RESTRUCTURING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) Social Security is the foundation of re-

tirement income for most Americans; 

(2) preserving and strengthening the long 
term viability of Social Security is a vital 
national priority and is essential for the re-
tirement security of today’s working Ameri-
cans, current and future retirees, and their 
families; 

(3) Social Security faces significant fiscal 
and demographic pressures; 

(4) the nonpartisan Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary at the Social Security Administration 
reports that— 

(A) the number of workers paying taxes to 
support each Social Security beneficiary has 
dropped from 16.5 in 1950 to 3.3 in 2006; 

(B) within a generation there will be only 
2 workers to support each retiree, which will 
substantially increase the financial burden 
on American workers; 

(C) without structural reform, the Social 
Security system, beginning in 2017, will pay 
out more in benefits than the system will 
collect in taxes; 

(D) without structural reform, the Social 
Security trust fund will be exhausted in 2040, 
and Social Security tax revenue in 2040 will 
only cover 74 percent of promised benefits, 
and will decrease to 70 percent by 2080; 

(E) without structural reform, future Con-
gresses may have to raise payroll taxes 50 
percent over the next 75 years to pay full 
benefits on time, resulting in payroll tax 
rates of as much as 17.6 percent by 2050 and 
18.7 percent by 2080; 

(F) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity’s total cash shortfall over the next 75 
years is estimated to be $4,600,000,000,000 
measured in present value terms; and 

(G) absent structural reforms, spending on 
Social Security will increase from 4.3 per-
cent of gross domestic product in 2006 to 6.3 
percent in 2080; and 

(5) the Congressional Budget Office, the 
General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, and the President’s 
Commission to Strengthen Social Security 
have all warned that failure to enact fiscally 
responsible Social Security reform quickly 
will result in 1 or more of the following: 

(A) Higher tax rates. 
(B) Lower Social Security benefit levels. 
(C) Increased Federal debt or less spending 

on other Federal programs. 
(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 

of the Senate that— 
(1) the President, Congress, and the Amer-

ican people including seniors, workers, 
women, minorities, and disabled persons 
should work together at the earliest oppor-
tunity to enact legislation to achieve a sol-
vent and sustainable Social Security system; 
and 

(2) Social Security reform— 
(A) must protect current and near retirees 

from any changes to Social Security bene-
fits; 

(B) must reduce the pressure on future tax-
payers and on other budgetary priorities; 

(C) must provide benefit levels that ade-
quately reflect individual contributions to 
the Social Security system; and 

(D) must preserve and strengthen the safe-
ty net for vulnerable populations including 
the disabled and survivors. 

(3) The Senate should honor section 13301 
of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. 

SA 610. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. 
Res. 21, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2008 and including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; 

which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 14, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 17, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 18, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 21, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 22, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 25, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 15, line 1, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

SA 611. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 10, line 9, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 10, line 14, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 10, line 18, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 11, line 1, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

SA 612. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
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Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$30,383,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$40,410,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$45,220,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$47,603,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$19,617,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$9,590,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$4,780,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$2,397,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$19,617,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$29,207,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$33,987,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$36,384,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$19,617,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$29,207,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$33,987,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$36,384,000,000. 

On page 8, line 12, increase the amount by 
$47,500,000,000. 

On page 8, line 13, increase the amount by 
$28,500,000,000. 

On page 8, line 16, increase the amount by 
$47,500,000,000. 

On page 8, line 17, increase the amount by 
$38,000,000,000. 

On page 8, line 20, increase the amount by 
$47,500,000,000. 

On page 8, line 21, increase the amount by 
$42,750,000,000. 

On page 8, line 24, increase the amount by 
$47,500,000,000. 

On page 8, line 25, increase the amount by 
$45,125,000,000. 

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by 
$2,500,000,000. 

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,883,000,000. 

On page 22, line 20, increase the amount by 
$2,500,000,000. 

On page 22, line 21, increase the amount by 
$2,410,000,000. 

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by 
$2,500,000,000. 

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by 
$2,470,000,000. 

On page 23, line 3, increase the amount by 
$2,500,000,000. 

On page 23, line 4, increase the amount by 
$2,478,000,000. 

On page 41, line 9, increase the amount by 
$50,000,000,000. 

On page 41, line 10, increase the amount by 
$30,383,000,000. 

SA 613. Mr. SPECTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 63, after line 24, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 326. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FOR AS-

BESTOS REFORM LEGISLATION. 
The Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

the Budget shall revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution for a bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report regarding 
asbestos reform, that (i) provides monetary 
compensation to impaired victims of an as-
bestos-related disease, (ii) does not provide 
monetary compensation to unimpaired 
claimants or those suffering from a disease 
who cannot establish that asbestos exposure 
was a contributing factor in causing their 
condition, and (iii) is estimated to remain 
funded from nontaxpayer sources for the life 
of the fund, by the amounts provided in such 
legislation for that purpose, provided that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over the total of the period of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 614. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 9, line 8, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 9, line 9, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 9, line 12, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 9, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 9, line 16, increase the amount by 
$lllllll. 

On page 9, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 10, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 14, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 14, line 17, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 14, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 24, line 20, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 23, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 24, line 13, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 24, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 24, line 20, increase the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 24, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$32,000,000. 

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 26, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$llllll. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

SA 615. Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 59, line 7, after ‘‘erans,’’ insert ‘‘in-
cluding services for low-vision and blinded 
veterans,’’. 

SA 616. Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by 
$97,000,000. 

On page 14, line 10, increase the amount by 
$75,000,000. 

On page 14, line 14, increase the amount by 
$16,000,000. 

On page 14, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 14, line 22, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$97,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$75,000,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$16,000,000. 

On page 26, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

SA 617. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution S. 
Con. Res. 21, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2008 and in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 
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through 2012; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

After section 322, insert the following: 
SEC. 322A. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR PRESCHOOL OPPORTUNITIES. 
If the Committee on Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, reports a 
bill or a joint resolution, or an amendment is 
offered in the Senate to such a bill or joint 
resolution, or a conference report is sub-
mitted to the Senate on a such a bill or joint 
resolution, that augments or establishes a 
Federal program that provides assistance to 
States that offer or expand preschool to chil-
dren of low-income families, the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget of the Senate 
may revisit the aggregates, allocations, and 
other appropriate levels in this resolution by 
amounts provided in such measure for that 
purpose, provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit for the total of 
the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2012. 

SA 618. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. GREGG, Mr. DEMINT, and Mr. KYL) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the concurrent 
resolution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 58, strike lines 14 through 26 and 
insert the following: 
SEC. 316. RESERVE FUND FOR ACCESS TO AF-

FORDABLE HEALTH CARE. 
In the Senate, if the Senate Committee on 

Finance or the Senate Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions reports a bill 
or joint resolution, if an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or if a conference report is 
submitted thereon, that improves health 
care by — 

(1) reducing the number of uninsured; 
(2) addressing rising health care costs; 
(3) improving health care quality; and 
(4) protecting individuals with health cov-

erage, 
then, provided that the committee is within 
its allocation as provided under section 
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, the Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on the Budget may revise allocations of new 
budget authority and outlays, the revenue 
aggregates, and other appropriate aggregates 
to reflect such legislation, to the extent that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2008 and for the period of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012. 

SA 619. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. 
GRAHAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 21, 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2008 and including the ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2007 and 2009 through 2012; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by 
$376,000,000. 

On page 23, line 13, increase the amount by 
$338,400,000. 

On page 23, line 17, increase the amount by 
$37,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$376,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$338,400,000. 

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$37,000,000. 

SA 620. Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mr. WEBB, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 21, setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2008 
and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007 and 
2009 through 2012; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 15, line 9, increase the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 15, line 10, increase the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 26, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

On page 26, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$163,000,000. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 
9:30 a.m., in open session to receive tes-
timony on U.S. Southern Command, 
U.S. Northern Command, and U.S. 
Joint Forces Command in review of the 
defense authorization request for fiscal 
year 2008 and the Future Years Defense 
Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 
2 p.m., in closed session to receive a 
briefing on detention and judicial ca-
pacity in Iraq. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 22, 2007, at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
hearing on ‘‘Mortgage Market Turmoil: 
Causes and Consequences.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to hold a 
hearing during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 10 
a.m., in room 253 of the Russell Senate 
Office Building. The purpose of the 
hearing is to discuss Federal Aviation 
Administration modernization pro-
posals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to hold a hearing 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 2:30 p.m., 
in room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the ‘‘Future of 
Coal’’ report recently published by the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session on Thursday, 
March 22, 2007, at 10 a.m., in 215 Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, to hear tes-
timony on ‘‘Keeping America’s Prom-
ise: Health Care and Child Welfare 
Services for Native Americans.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 
10:30 a.m., to hold a nomination hear-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 10 
a.m., for a hearing titled ‘‘Decon-
structing Reconstruction: Problems, 
Challenges, and the Way Forward in 
Iraq and Afghanistan.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Thursday, March 22, 2007, at 
9:45 a.m. in Room 485 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building to conduct an 
oversight hearing on Indian Housing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet to conduct a markup on Thurs-
day, March 22, 2007, at 10:00 a.m. in 
Dirksen Room 226. 

Agenda 
I. Committee Authorization: Author-

ization of Subpoenas in Connection 
with Investigation into Replacement of 
U.S. Attorneys. 

II. Bills: S. 236, Federal Agency Data 
Mining Reporting Act of 2007, Feingold, 
Sununu, Leahy, Kennedy, Cardin; S. 
376, Law Enforcement Officers Safety 
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Act of 2007, Leahy, Specter, Kyl, Cor-
nyn, Grassley, Sessions; S. 849, OPEN 
Government Act, Leahy, Cornyn, Fein-
gold, Specter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 22, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. to 
hold a closed hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE, 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government 
Management, the Federal Workforce 
and the District of Columbia be author-
ized to meet on Thursday, March 22, 
2007 at 2:30 p.m. for a hearing entitled, 
Safeguarding the Merit System Prin-
cipals: A Review of the Merit Systems 
Protection Board and the Office of the 
Special Counsel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate now 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nomination: Cal-
endar No. 47, that the nomination be 
confirmed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table, the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion, and the Senate then resume legis-
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination considered and con-
firmed is as follows: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the United States Army while assigned to a 
position of importance and responsibility 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Peter W. Chiarelli, 0000 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

f 

MEASURES INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED—S. 194, S. 219, S. 412 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
calendar items be indefinitely post-
poned: Calendar No. 54, S. 194; Calendar 
No. 55, S. 219; and Calendar No. 56, S. 
412. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION OF TESTIMONY 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 119, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 119) to authorize tes-

timony by a former Committee on the Judi-
ciary detailee. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary has received a 
request from an attorney with the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation for a dec-
laration from a former Judiciary Com-
mittee detailee for use in a Depart-
ment of Justice administrative pro-
ceeding brought by an FBI employee 
claiming whistleblower protection. The 
FBI requests the declaration to address 
the employee’s allegations regarding a 
conversation between the committee 
detailee and the FBI employee. 

This resolution would provide au-
thority for the former committee 
detailee to provide a declaration for 
use in the FBI’s administrative pro-
ceeding. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table, and any statements relating 
thereto be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 119) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 119 

Whereas, the Committee on the Judiciary 
has received a request from an attorney in 
the Office of the General Counsel of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation for a declara-
tion from a former detailee of the Com-
mittee, Steven M. Dettelbach, for use in the 
Department of Justice’s administrative pro-
ceeding styled In re George A. Runkle. Jr., 
OARM–WB No. 06–2; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
can, by administrative or judicial process, be 
taken from such control or possession but by 
permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus-
tice, the Senate will take such action as will 
promote the ends of justice consistent with 
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the former detailee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, Steven M. 
Dettelbach, is authorized to provide a dec-
laration for use in the administrative pro-
ceeding In re George A. Runkle, Jr., OARM– 
WB No. 06–2. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MARCH 23, 
2007 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-

ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9 a.m; Friday, 
March 23; that on Friday, following the 
prayer and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, and 
the time for the two leaders reserved 
for their use later in the day; that the 
Senate then resume consideration of S. 
Con. Res. 21, with 30 minutes remain-
ing for debate equally divided or con-
trolled between the chairman and 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee; that when the voting sequence 
begins there be 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided prior to each vote in 
the sequence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business today, and if the 
Republican leader has nothing further, 
I now ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the last speaker on the Repub-
lican side, the Senate stand adjourned 
under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
COUNSELORS APPRECIATION DAY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of 
S. Res. 120, which was submitted ear-
lier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 120) designating 

March 22, 2007, as National Rehabilitation 
Counselors Appreciation Day. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, and the motion to reconsider be laid 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 120) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 120 

Whereas rehabilitation counselors conduct 
assessments, provide counseling, support to 
families, and plan and implement rehabilita-
tion programs for those in need; 

Whereas the purpose of the professional or-
ganizations in rehabilitation is to promote 
the improvement of rehabilitation services 
available to persons with disabilities 
through quality education and rehabilitation 
research for counselors; 

Whereas the various professional organiza-
tions, including the National Rehabilitation 
Association (NRA), Rehabilitation Coun-
selors and Educators Association (RCEA), 
the National Council on Rehabilitation Edu-
cation (NCRE), the National Rehabilitation 
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Counseling Association (NRCA), the Amer-
ican Rehabilitation Counseling Association 
(ARCA), the Commission on Rehabilitation 
Counselor Certification (CRCC), the Council 
of State Administrators of Vocational Reha-
bilitation (CSAVR), and the Council on Re-
habilitation Education (CORE) have stood 
firm to advocate up-to-date education and 
training and the maintenance of professional 
standards in the field of rehabilitation coun-
seling and education; 

Whereas on March 22, 1983, Martha Walker 
of Kent State University, who was President 
of the NCRE, testified before the Sub-
committee on Select Education of the House 
of Representatives, and was instrumental in 
bringing to the attention of Congress the 
need for rehabilitation counselors to be 
qualified; and 

Whereas the efforts of Martha Walker led 
to the enactment of laws that now require 
rehabilitation counselors to have proper cre-
dentials in order to provide a higher level of 
quality service to those in need: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates March 22, 2007, as National 

Rehabilitation Counselors Appreciation Day; 
and 

(2) commends all of the hard work and 
dedication that rehabilitation counselors 
provide to individuals in need and the nu-
merous efforts that the multiple professional 
organizations have made to assisting those 
who require rehabilitation. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
morning business be closed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008— 
Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 536 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 

rise tonight to discuss for a few min-
utes amendment No. 536, which has 
been filed by my colleague from Geor-
gia, Senator ISAKSON, and myself. In of-
fering this amendment to the budget 
resolution, we truly believe it is a fair 
amendment and puts children first, in 
the way the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program was intended. 

When SCHIP was created in 1997, it 
was instituted to do exactly what the 
name states: provide health care cov-
erage to uninsured children. I do not 
believe you will find anyone here who 
disagrees with that purpose because it 
provides health insurance to hard- 
working families who earn too much to 
qualify for Medicaid but not enough to 
buy private insurance. 

There has been a lot of discussion 
about the long-term aspects of that 
program lately, and rightfully so. How-
ever, some States are using their 
SCHIP funding to cover adults, and 
that is not the intention of this pro-
gram. In fact, three States have more 
adults as enrollees than children. 
There are 12 States that will spend al-
most $807 million of their SCHIP 
money on more than 671,000 adults this 
year. 

When we talk about children’s health 
care, two of the components that are 
critical include dental care and mental 
health care. That is the specific focus 
of our amendment. Our proposal would 
eliminate States in receiving an en-
hanced SCHIP matching rate for adults 
who are covered under the SCHIP pro-
gram. If States continue to choose to 
insure adults with SCHIP funds, they 
will receive a lower Federal match in-
stead of the normal SCHIP match. We 
think this approach makes the most 
sense because SCHIP was created to 
cover children. 

The increased Federal match was cre-
ated as an incentive for States to cover 
these kids, not adults. This new lower 
match rate for adults will free up fund-
ing to create a budget-neutral reserve 
fund to provide for dental and mental 
health benefits for children. So, again, 
our amendment simply says this: If 
States want to use their SCHIP funds 
to cover adults, which is a decision 
States may choose to make, they will 
receive the Medicaid matching rate. 

We are not saying the States should 
not provide health insurance coverage 
for adults who need it. At the same 
time it is important to emphasize that 
SCHIP funding is for kids. Our amend-
ment uses this funding intended for 
children for two very important com-
ponents of children’s health care, that 
being dental care and mental health. 

I believe we must craft policies to en-
sure the greatest number of children 
are provided quality health care and 
quality dental care. I was extremely 
saddened to hear recently of a 12-year- 
old boy in Prince George’s County, MD, 
who died from a toothache and an in-
ability to find proper care. I do not 
know whether this child was on an 
SCHIP program or was on Medicaid. 
But this is only one example of the 
need for increased access to dental care 
for children. It is heartbreaking and in-
excusable that something as tragic as 
this could happen, when a routine 
tooth extraction may have saved this 
young boy’s life. 

Parents know and understand that 
things as routine as dental care are 
critically important to a child’s overall 
health. Tooth decay remains a preva-
lent, chronic disease, and is the single 
most common childhood disease na-
tionwide. It is five times as common as 
asthma, and, unfortunately, minority, 
low-income, and geographically iso-
lated children suffer disproportionately 
from this disease. Eighty percent of all 
tooth decay is found in only 25 percent 
of children. These are the children the 
SCHIP program was created to help. 
We can and we must do better for these 
kids. This amendment does exactly 
what we ought to be doing with SCHIP, 
namely providing health insurance 
coverage for children, not adults. 

I urge my colleagues to do what is 
right and support this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 619 
Mr. President, let me very quickly 

talk about one other amendment I 
have filed. It is amendment No. 619. 

This particular amendment deals with 
the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice 
Grant Program, which is commonly re-
ferred to as the Byrne/JG Program. It 
is an amendment which Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator ISAKSON, Senator GRA-
HAM, and I have filed. The Byrne/JG 
Program is the primary provider of 
Federal criminal justice funding to 
State and local jurisdictions. The fund-
ing supports all components of the 
criminal justice system from multi-
jurisdictional drug and gang task 
forces to community crime prevention 
programs, to substance abuse pro-
grams, prosecution initiatives, domes-
tic violence programs, and informa-
tion-sharing initiatives. 

I will tell you that our law enforce-
ment officials, our sheriffs, our pros-
ecutors, our drug court professionals, 
and many of our public servants in the 
law enforcement arena rely on this 
funding to make our communities 
safer. The results they get with this 
funding are tangible and real. 

In February of last year, the Iowa 
Governor’s Office of Drug Control Pol-
icy conducted a survey to obtain a 
clearer, quantifiable, and more com-
plete national picture of the Byrne/JG 
program’s impact on drug and criminal 
efforts in America. This survey focused 
on the 2004 grant year and found that 
drug enforcement task forces funded by 
the Byrne/JG program in 45 States 
made more than 221,000 drug arrests. 
The achievements of those multijuris-
dictional drug enforcement task forces 
are impressive. 

For example, 45 States reported seiz-
ing almost 18,000 kilograms of cocaine, 
with an estimated consumer street 
value of over $1.6 billion. Forty States 
reported seizing just shy of 5,500 kilo-
grams of methamphetamine, with an 
estimated street value of $518 million. 

The States participating in this sur-
vey reported the total value of drugs 
seized at over $12 billion. This figure 
represents more than $63 dollars in 
seized drugs for every dollar spent on 
drug task forces. This is indeed an 
amendment which will reinstate the 
level of funding for the Byrne/JG Pro-
gram to last year’s level. We are not 
asking it to be any higher than that. 
By doing that, we will allow our law 
enforcement community to continue to 
provide the type of safety and protec-
tion citizens all across America want. 

Before I yield the floor, I wish to 
note several well-respected organiza-
tions, including the National Narcotics 
Officers Association Coalition, the Na-
tional Sheriffs’ Association, the Na-
tional District Attorneys’ Association, 
the National Association of Drug Court 
Professionals, the National Criminal 
Justice Association, and the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Police 
support this robust funding for the pro-
gram. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
amendment No. 619. 

Mr. President, I ask that my entire 
statement be inserted into the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I am 

delighted to come to the floor and join 
in support of the amendment offered by 
Senator CHAMBLISS and myself with re-
gard to the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program. 

The State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program was begun in 1997. At 
that particular time I was chairman of 
the board of education in the State of 
Georgia. I applauded the Federal Gov-
ernment for providing this asset and 
this benefit to our States. 

For the benefit of those who aren’t 
familiar, the SCHIP program is a Med-
icaid Program, but unlike Medicaid 
today, it is a block grant, it is not an 
entitlement. Specific funds are block- 
granted to the States for the purpose of 
providing affordable health insurance 
to children in poverty. 

That is the way the program began. 
As years have gone by, States have 
chosen to elect to ask for waivers from 
Washington to expand the coverage be-
yond children. Meritoriously, some 
States have asked to cover pregnant 
mothers in poverty under the SCHIP 
program. I would be the first person to 
tell you that is an appropriate appro-
priation of funds and the intent of the 
bill. 

However, other States have chosen to 
add adults who do not have children to 
coverage under SCHIP, the result of 
which has compromised the program 
and taken money that was intended to 
go to children and sent it to adults. 

By way of example, my State of 
Georgia runs out of SCHIP money this 
month. We do not provide any SCHIP 
benefits to anybody who is not a child. 
Our eligibility threshold is 235 percent 
of poverty. So it is exactly as pre-
scribed originally. But because we are 
a growth State and in addition took on 
the children from Katrina, we have run 
out of money early, because we had an 
increase in the number of people in our 
State using and taking advantage of 
SCHIP. 

There are other States that have 
used their money up by adults con-
suming it under this program. What 
Senator CHAMBLISS and I have done is 
simply said this: If you are going to in-
clude adults in the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program, which is a Med-
icaid program, then the reimbursement 
to those States by the Federal Govern-
ment for the cost for children ought to 
be the enhanced amount which Con-
gress passed in 1997, which is about 70 
percent of the cost. But if you are 
going to include adults, that match 
ought to be the 63-percent Medicaid 
match, not the enhanced match that 
was put in to attract people in the first 
place to provide children’s health in-
surance. Then you take that differen-
tial and you put it into a reserve fund, 
and offer States the opportunity to en-
hance their children’s health insurance 
by including dental and/or mental 
health benefits. 

We know from our experience with 
young children in poverty that early 
prevention of dental disease and good 
dental health provides a lifetime for 
those children of healthy teeth, a life-
time of absence of dental disease, and a 
saving of untold millions of dollars in 
this country. 

So what Senator CHAMBLISS and I 
have brought to the floor is very sim-
ply this premise: If you pass a State 
Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
shouldn’t it go to the benefit of chil-
dren’s health? If you decide to include 
adults, why should the Medicaid match 
be any greater than it is for adults 
anyway? And if you create additional 
funds by making this differentiation, 
should not those funds go to the two 
areas which are most important in 
terms of children’s health, dental and 
mental health? 

I submit this is a thoughtful amend-
ment. It is affordable because it is 
budget neutral. It takes the SCHIP 
program back to where it was intended, 
for children. It does not punish a State 
that includes adults under the Med-
icaid program, but it requires them to 
go back to the regular Medicaid match, 
not the enhanced match that was cre-
ated for children’s health insurance. 

If we adopt this amendment, more 
children will have healthier lives and 
children in poverty will continue to get 
the benefit of a wise and beneficial pro-
gram this Congress passed in 1997. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
thank the Presiding Officer for staying 
here late this evening. I hope anyone 
who is not watching this is watching 
the KU-Southern Illinois game on right 
now, which is quite a barn burner going 
on. 

I have an amendment I want to talk 
about, because we are going to go into 
the long voting session tomorrow and 
will not have a great deal of time to 
talk about it then. But it is an impor-
tant amendment. It is an important 
amendment for the budget. It is an im-
portant amendment for the long-term 
process. 

A lot of my colleagues will be very 
familiar with the BRAC process, the 
Base Realignment and Closure Com-
mission process. It was enacted at least 
a dozen years ago, probably a little 
more than that. It is a process by 
which we have a commission look at 
military bases. They consider the mili-
tary bases, consider whether they are 
useful where they are currently lo-
cated, if it would be better for them to 
be realigned, if it is better for a base to 

be closed and that money put some-
where else. 

It has been a very effective process 
for us to be able to take spending and 
put it in higher priority areas, whereas 
historically if you tried to eliminate a 
military base, it was virtually impos-
sible to do, because you would go at 
the military base in a particular State, 
and it would not matter how old the 
base had been or whether it was out of 
position, the Members of that State 
would defend it. 

We were rarely able to close a mili-
tary base. So we enacted the BRAC 
process. That process created a com-
mission, and they looked at all the 
military establishments. It then said 
that these 65, 125, 233 bases should be 
closed. We have higher priorities for 
this money. The process is chopped off 
on by the President, and then it comes 
to Congress, one vote up or down, 
agree, disagree, deal or no deal. By 
that means, we have realigned over $40 
billion in annual appropriations, total 
appropriations on military bases. It 
has been a very good process to elimi-
nate wasteful Federal spending in 
places where it is not needed. We need 
that process for the rest of Govern-
ment. We spend about $2.9 trillion on 
an annual basis. We have not found ef-
fective ways to eliminate wasteful Fed-
eral spending. 

I have yet to find somebody running 
for public office at the Federal level— 
or any level, for that matter—who says 
they are for wasteful government 
spending or they are for duplicative 
government spending. If everybody is 
saying they are against it and they are 
against waste, fraud, and abuse and 
they keep looking for that line in the 
budget to wipe it out, here is a realistic 
way we can deal with that, take that 
BRAC process and apply to it the rest 
of Government. 

What could it yield? Let me give 
some examples using this quick report 
card. Regularly, the Government puts 
out a report card on the effectiveness 
of our own Government spending pro-
grams, whether they are hitting their 
targets or not. They score them. You 
can look here at a few of agencies. For 
the State Department, they reviewed 
40 programs for this OMB report card. 
They score them for effectiveness in 
what the program was targeted for. 
They were at a median score of 77.93 
percent. I gave them the letter grade of 
a C-plus, based on the regular report 
card system. Here you can see the De-
partment of Education, HUD, EPA. For 
the Department of Education, 74 pro-
grams were scored. They had a median 
score of 44.5, which I gave a letter score 
of an F. That is what my kids would 
get. That is what I would give if I were 
teaching, saying: This is not an effec-
tive Government program. Why is it we 
can’t go in and find some of these edu-
cation programs that are not being ef-
fective and eliminate them? It is be-
cause the system is built to spend. 

There is an old maxim that Ronald 
Reagan used that there is nothing so 
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permanent as a temporary Government 
program. Once in place, they seem to 
sustain themselves. They get a support 
group around them, and then the spe-
cific controls over the general. If it is 
a program that somebody in Vermont 
wants to maintain or Kansas wants to 
maintain, even though maybe its effec-
tiveness is very low, we defend it be-
cause it is for our States. That is the 
specific. If the general interest would 
say this should be eliminated, let’s 
change the system so they can save 
money. We can do so using the military 
base-closing process and use that 
money for higher priority needs. 

I want to eliminate deaths by cancer 
in 10 years. This is going to take a real 
research effort and focus. To do so, we 
spend $2.9 trillion in the budget now. 
We have enough money, but it is not in 
the right places. Let’s use this system 
to reduce and eliminate wasteful 
spending and then be able to target 
higher priority areas. 

This is a program which both Repub-
licans and Democrats, in whatever 
philosophical position you may put 
yourself, would say is a good idea. This 
is something which is bipartisan, non-
partisan, and it is for good governance 
and good government. It changes the 
system because the system is built to 
spend. It is built to spend almost pe-
rennially. It needs to be adjusted. 

I want to quote from former Presi-
dent Clinton’s adviser Paul Weinstein, 
of the Progressive Policy Institute, 
who testified before the Senate about 
this approach: 

Our organization has believed that the best 
way to achieve comprehensive reform in the 
executive branch is to combine the commis-
sion function with a mechanism to require 
Congress to vote on its recommendations. 
Senator Brownback’s CARFA [Commission 
on Accountability and Review of Federal 
Agencies] legislation would provide this type 
of commission. 

Here again, we have to realize the 
difficulties of this system. The 
strength of the system is spending 
money. The strength of the system is 
not saving money. Change it to com-
bine both a commission and a require-
ment for legislative action. 

Under the CARFA proposal, once 
every 4 years an agency would be re-
viewed for recommendations being 
made on whether eliminations should 
be made in that agency. It would then 
be put together in a package and sent 
to the President to either agree or dis-
agree. It would then go to the Congress 
for the Congress to look at, as we do 
the BRAC process now. It would then 
be required to be voted upon with a 
limited time period for debate without 
amendment. You look at it, and then 
you get a chance to look at the overall 
practices and the package, and then 
you can say I agree, vote yes, I dis-
agree, vote no, deal or no deal. This is 
a process which has worked. 

I submit to my colleagues, both sides 
of the aisle, all persuasions, we have a 
lot of high-priority needs. We don’t 
have the money focused in the high- 
priority areas. Too often, it is focused 

on things that we are maintaining 
from the past that maybe have less sa-
liency today but still have a protection 
group around them, and we haven’t 
found a way to eliminate them or get 
in and do it. Here is a way to do it, and 
it doesn’t favor one side’s program or 
the other’s. It says: We are going to 
have this in a bipartisan commission, 
and we are going to change the process 
so we can save the money. Then that 
money will be used for higher needs. 

This is an effective way for us to 
move forward. I urge my colleagues, 
when we get a chance to vote on my 
amendment, to look at this and say: 
That is something which I want to en-
dorse, something I want to support, be-
cause it is going to allow us to more ef-
fectively spend the Federal money. One 
of the things people tell me that drives 
them the most crazy about Federal 
spending is wasteful Federal spending. 
Here is a way. We redesign the system 
to get at it. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). The senior Senator from Ohio 
is recognized. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise to share with the Senate my con-
cerns and frustrations with S. Con. 
Res. 21, the fiscal year 2008 budget reso-
lution, and to discuss two amendments 
I will offer tomorrow to try to improve 
the resolution. 

Frankly, the resolution before this 
body ignores the dire state of our fi-
nancial future and uses smoke and mir-
rors to mask our long-term fiscal chal-
lenges. I have come to the Senate floor 
numerous times over the past 8 years 
to express my concern that the Federal 
Government continues to spend more 
money than it brings in and that this 
Congress is running a credit card for 
today’s needs and shamelessly leaving 
the bill for future generations. We all 
know this recklessness threatens our 
economic stability, our competitive-
ness in the global marketplace, and our 
future way of life. 

Since I arrived in the Senate, the na-
tional debt has increased from $5.6 tril-
lion to $8.6 trillion. That is an increase 
of more than 50 percent in 8 years. This 
amounts to $29,000 of debt for every 
American. Can my colleagues believe 
that? What is of even more concern, 
however, is that 55 percent of the pri-
vately owned national debt is held by 
foreign creditors, including the Chinese 
Government. That is up from 35 per-
cent only 6 years ago. Yet these num-
bers, which represent our past behav-
ior, pale in comparison with the budget 
problems looming in our future as the 
baby boom generation begins to retire 
over 9 months from now. 

Forty years ago, Social Security, 
Medicare, and Medicaid accounted for 3 
percent of our GDP. Today, they are up 
to 9 percent. In another 40 years, they 
will be up to 18 percent, equal to total 
Federal revenues and crowding out all 
other spending. In other words, all of 
the money the Federal Government 

spends currently will be used up for 
Medicare, Medicaid and Social Secu-
rity. There won’t be any money for 
anything else. 

Looking forward, we face a long-term 
fiscal imbalance of $55 trillion. That is 
hard to even grasp, but it translates 
into $440,000 of future Government debt 
for every American household, up from 
a mere $175,000 only 6 years ago. This is 
all documented. If we listen to David 
Walker, who is the Comptroller Gen-
eral, he is going all over the country— 
he was in my State in Cincinnati for a 
fiscal wake-up—working with the Con-
cord Coalition to let Americans know. 
He is like the Paul Revere out there 
telling Americans we better be con-
cerned about this. I remember Ross 
Perot, who ran for the President of the 
United States, and all of his charts. His 
charts looked like nothing compared to 
the charts we would use to show how 
bad things are. 

Imposing a crushing debt burden 
such as this on future generations at 
the same time they are going to have 
to compete with rising powers such as 
China and India is unacceptable. All of 
us have a responsibility to try to guar-
antee that they enjoy the same stand-
ard of living and quality of life we have 
enjoyed, if not better. This young page 
here in front of me—I am worried 
about him. What kind of a life is he 
going to have? What kind of an oppor-
tunity is he going to have in terms of 
his standard of living and quality of 
life? We are concerned about him. What 
kind of a legacy are we going to leave 
him? What about my seven grand-
children? What kind of a world are 
they going to live in? That is why the 
chairman of the Budget Committee and 
I have spoken over the past few years 
about the growing debt and the impact 
it will have on future generations. 

Yet we are here today with the ma-
jority’s budget resolution that in-
creases the national debt by $2.4 tril-
lion over the next 5 years. That is as-
suming Congress doesn’t take advan-
tage of all of the loopholes that are in 
the budget. We are back at square one. 
Neither Republicans nor Democrats 
have offered a budget that even comes 
close to reestablishing our fiscal san-
ity. The administration’s budget is un-
realistic, and the Democratic budget is 
even worse. 

I am going to vote against the Demo-
cratic budget. If this were the Repub-
lican budget, I would vote against that 
budget, too. Both of them. Once again, 
we have pulled the wool over our own 
eyes. That is what is going on. 

Some of my colleagues, especially 
my new colleagues, may wonder why I 
take such offense at the budget. Unfor-
tunately I am a product of my experi-
ences. The Bible says the Lord never 
gives you a challenge you cannot over-
come. Well, he has tested me before, 
and he is testing all of us right now. 

As mayor of Cleveland, I inherited 
the first city in the country to go 
bankrupt since the Great Depression. 
We made cuts, we raised taxes, and we 
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righted the ship. When I took the helm 
as Governor of Ohio, I inherited a $1.5 
billion budget shortfall that can only 
be described as a financial crisis. Dur-
ing the first biennial budget, we had to 
make four rounds of cuts. These were 
dire economic times which required 
honesty, leadership, and management. 
I was forced to make a lot of hard 
choices. We had to reform our tax pol-
icy, scale back spending, and target 
our resources to the people who needed 
them the most. We worked harder and 
smarter, and we succeeded at doing 
more with less. In fact, my years as 
Governor represent the lowest rate of 
growth in State spending in 30 years. 

Here in Washington, it seems as if no 
one is willing to make the tough 
choices. I cannot understand it. Too 
many Members won’t do anything if it 
doesn’t bolster their side politically or 
fit into a 10-second sound bite. Instead, 
both parties are using gimmicks to 
cover up the state of our Nation’s long- 
term fiscal health. 

Let me offer some examples. The ad-
ministration released its fiscal 2008 
budget request in early February and 
projected a deficit of $239 billion. This 
number is the deficit left over after 
spending every dollar of Social Secu-
rity surplus. But the Social Security 
surplus must be reserved for future re-
tirees. As far as I know, you can’t 
spend the money twice, but Congress 
keeps pretending that it can. If you re-
move the Social Security surplus from 
the equation, that $239 billion deficit 
they are talking about almost doubles 
to $451 billion. If you use the accrual 
way of figuring it, it is about $640 bil-
lion. 

The administration goes further to 
achieve its surplus by assuming non-
security discretionary spending will 
peak in 2007 and go down every year 
after that. So we are reducing our def-
icit by eating our seed corn. That is a 
real problem today. 

What we have to understand is that 
only one-sixth of the budget is non-
defense discretionary. All of the hits 
are being made against that one-sixth 
to try to balance the budget. We are ig-
noring so many things this country 
ought to be doing. 

Furthermore, the administration cal-
culates the security-related discre-
tionary spending will peak in 2008, and 
that supplemental spending for mili-
tary operations will end after 2009. 
Give me a break. We are going to end 
that in 2009? We are going to be over in 
Iraq and Afghanistan for a long period 
of time. But the President just in-
creased the number of troops going to 
Iraq by more than 21,000. These esti-
mates are not based on reality. Why 
don’t we tell the American people the 
truth? Let’s tell them the truth. 

Meanwhile, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle are using tricks 
that even are more egregious. The ma-
jority’s budget allows for a dramatic 
increase in entitlement spending 
through the use of more than 20 reserve 
funds. They are not included in the 

overall budget totals. They simply con-
ceal what they intend to spend and it 
gives the appearance of a more respon-
sible budget. 

The majority’s budget hides in-
creases in discretionary spending 
through the use of seven cap adjust-
ments. Appropriations for seven fa-
vored programs and agencies will not 
count toward the budget limit. Just 
like that, poof, and they are gone. 

Furthermore, the majority’s budget 
allows for unlimited emergency spend-
ing. I think we all understand that on 
occasion we have natural disasters or 
unanticipated crises, such as Hurricane 
Katrina, that require emergency re-
sources. For this reason, we cannot es-
timate all of our emergency spending 
in the budget. But a great deal of the 
spending that is currently designated 
as ‘‘emergency’’ is actually quite reg-
ular and predictable. 

For example, every year we spend 
emergency funds on drought relief. 
This is difficult for me to understand: 
If we spend it every year, why can’t we 
account for it in our budget? This is 
why we ought to have a rainy day fund 
such as I had when I was Governor that 
set aside designated funds for legiti-
mate natural disasters so the ‘‘emer-
gency’’ label is not abused for other-
wise anticipated events. 

My friend from New Hampshire, Sen-
ator GREGG, created a rainy day fund 
with a fixed dollar limit in last year’s 
budget resolution, and I thought: That 
is a great idea. But the new majority 
has already eliminated that fund from 
the budget and has created an open- 
ended source of emergency spending 
that is not subject to any financial 
limitations. 

There is one trick after another in 
this budget resolution. We are already 
raiding the Social Security trust fund 
and a bunch of smaller trust funds to 
make our bottom line look rosier than 
it is. This budget exacerbates a prob-
lem the Budget Committee chairman 
himself and I have spoken out against 
for a great many years. 

I have a great deal of respect for the 
Democratic chairman of the Budget 
Committee. I think he is one of the 
most responsible guys, but he has also 
got to do his thing in terms of the poli-
tics of this Senate. In fact, in the last 
Congress, the Budget Committee chair-
man and I introduced legislation that 
would invest the Social Security sur-
plus in non-Federal bonds to prevent 
the surplus from being used to fund 
other Government spending. We plan to 
reintroduce this bill again. 

In other words, what we are saying is 
we are going to take the money that is 
now being used to fund the budget and 
instead of borrowing it from trust 
funds—Social Security—we are going 
to take the Social Security funds and 
put them in a non-U.S. account—mu-
nicipal bonds—so they will accrue in-
terest; and when the time comes that 
we will need to use that money, there 
will be something there besides an IOU 
from the Federal Government that 
says: We are going to take care of it. 

The bill would require the Govern-
ment issue more Treasuries to the pub-
lic in order to pay for other spending 
instead of borrowing from Social Secu-
rity. What we basically are going to 
say to the American public is: We are 
borrowing all these funds from Social 
Security, all the other trust funds, and 
we are going to put that aside, and we 
are going to borrow that money from 
the public so you know how much bor-
rowing is going on. We are not going to 
mask this thing, as we have done for so 
many years. 

We thought, finally our children and 
grandchildren will have a clear picture 
of how fiscally irresponsible we are. 
But today the Budget Committee 
chairman is relying on the very same 
gimmick—borrowing from the Social 
Security trust fund—to claim a balance 
in 2012. 

What about taxes? The majority’s 
budget claims that $400 billion in rev-
enue will be collected from ‘‘closing 
the ‘tax gap’ ’’—in other words, col-
lecting more of the taxes that are cur-
rently owed but not paid. Yet the 
President’s proposal to collect just 2 
percent of this $400 billion caused small 
businesses to howl in protest that the 
new administrative and compliance 
burdens would overwhelm them. 

In other words, it is easy to talk 
about closing the tax gap, but from a 
political point of view, it is not going 
to be very easy. We should do that. 
There is no question about it. I talked 
to Charles Rossotti, who was the 
former head of the Internal Revenue 
Service. He said with more filings and 
more people in the Internal Revenue 
Service, we should be able to pick up 
another $50 billion. That is a realistic 
way of looking at it. But just to say: 
$400 billion; we are going to come up 
with it somehow; close the tax gap, and 
it is all going to be there—voila. 

In fact, the Greater Cleveland Part-
nership and the Council of Smaller En-
terprises, which represent small busi-
ness in northeast Ohio, describe the ad-
ministration’s tax gap proposals—by 
the way, this is not a Democratic pro-
posal; this is the administration’s tax 
gap proposals—as ‘‘an unreasonable 
tracking and reporting burden for 
small business.’’ And that is just for 2 
percent of the revenue the majority 
claims it can raise by going after small 
businesses. We should try to collect 
money that is owed, but if it were that 
easy—as my friend from Iowa Senator 
GRASSLEY suggests—we would have 
found the money to fix the AMT years 
ago. 

But, sadly, these gimmicks are not 
the worst part of the budget. What is 
more disturbing about this resolution 
is what is not included. The majority 
did not designate one dime in Social 
Security, Medicare, or Medicaid sav-
ings to help slow the impending enti-
tlement tidal wave heading our way— 
not one dime. Entitlement spending 
threatens to flood our budget and soak 
up every Federal dollar, as I mentioned 
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earlier, leaving no revenue for edu-
cation, the environment, infrastruc-
ture, or scientific research. The major-
ity’s budget ignores this problem. 

In fact, this budget does worse than 
ignore the problem. It will pile billions 
of dollars in new entitlement spending 
on top of the existing problem. It is so 
obvious that this budget resolution 
simply satisfies a political agenda. It is 
a public relations campaign that the 
majority is using to avoid telling the 
American people the truth. I am accus-
ing them of that, and I have to say the 
same thing for my side of the aisle. We 
are both guilty. All of our hands are 
dirty. 

To add to insult, since Republicans 
switched to 5-year budgets a few years 
ago, Democrats have repeatedly called 
for 10-year budgets because 5-year 
budgets hide our long-term problems. 
In other words, the other side of the 
aisle kept complaining: You are using 
5-year budgets because if you use 10, 
the American people are going to find 
out how much money you are spending. 
So we went to the 5-year budget. We 
want to hide that figure about the next 
5 years. If the Democrats wanted to do 
it this time, I would have said: Do the 
10-year budget. Let the American peo-
ple know what the truth is about how 
much money this budget is going to 
cost. 

For example, the CBO currently 
projects that total outlays for Medi-
care and Medicaid will more than dou-
ble—more than double—by 2017, in-
creasing by 124 percent. This is roughly 
two times as much as the economy is 
expected to grow during the same pe-
riod. A 5-year forecast hides this explo-
sion in entitlement liabilities. Tell the 
truth—transparency. Let the American 
people know what the score is. 

Yet, here we are, with Democrats in 
control of both Chambers, and they are 
trying to pass a 5-year budget that con-
tinues to cover up the gathering fiscal 
storm looming on our horizon. Shame 
on us. Shame on them. They are play-
ing the game we played starting in 
2004, after promising to do better. 

I take our Nation’s fiscal health very 
seriously. I am concerned there is a 
lack of transparency in this budget. 
There are gaping loopholes the major-
ity can exploit to cause spending and 
deficits to rise much higher than the 
budget resolution claims. In an at-
tempt to close some of these loopholes, 
tomorrow I am going to offer two 
amendments. 

First, we need to reform our Nation’s 
entitlement programs. I have been beg-
ging on my knees trying to get the 
White House to take on the responsi-
bility of reforming our Tax Code—we 
need it; it is overdue—to take on enti-
tlements, to reach out to Republicans 
and Democrats and say: The time has 
come. Let’s put everything on the 
table. Let’s reform our Tax Code. Let’s 
do something about entitlements. The 
fact is, silence—silence. I have to tell 
you, if we do not do this, then our chil-
dren and grandchildren are going to 

drown—they are going to drown—in a 
sea of debt. 

I am concerned, however, that if we 
reform entitlements and save billions 
of dollars, Congress might grab those 
savings and spend some of them on 
other programs instead of paying down 
the debt. So what I am saying is, I am 
hoping—and I know the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, the Senator 
from North Dakota, has said he wants 
entitlement spending reform—I am 
hoping we get it. All this amendment 
says is: If we do get entitlement spend-
ing reform, it is going to be used to pay 
down the debt and not fund other enti-
tlements. 

I previously introduced legislation 
called the SAFE Commission Act that 
would guarantee a fast-track, com-
prehensive approach to reforming our 
Nation’s tax, entitlement, and budget 
systems. If the 110th Congress enacts 
entitlement reform, either by way of 
legislation or as a result of another bi-
partisan effort, we must use those sav-
ings to reduce the deficit and, as I say, 
pay down the debt and not on entitle-
ment spending. 

Specifically, my first amendment 
would require any savings from legisla-
tion that slows the growth of entitle-
ment spending by $5 billion or more be 
dedicated to deficit reduction. Some of 
my colleagues are asking: George, why 
are you worrying about this? Well, I 
hope we have this problem where we 
have to decide what to do with these 
entitlement savings we have enacted. 
Because, as I said earlier, the majority 
has not included even one dime’s worth 
of savings in this budget resolution. We 
do nothing—not one thing—in this 
budget about entitlement spending. 

Second, every time we enact new en-
titlement spending or tax cuts, which 
are financed through additional bor-
rowing, we increase the level of inter-
est payments the Government has to 
make on its debt. I have talked about 
this debt and the interest costs. These 
new interest costs represent additional 
Government spending. Yet, CBO cost 
estimates ignore the effect of these in-
terest payments on spending and the 
national debt. 

In other words, we are spending 
money on reducing taxes—and we are 
paying for it by borrowing—or we are 
spending money on new programs—and 
we are borrowing the money—because 
we keep ratcheting up the debt and we 
do not calculate the interest costs that 
are involved in either tax reductions or 
the spending for these new programs. 

These ballooning interest costs add 
up to $370 billion in 2008. Think about 
this: That interest cost will be 13 per-
cent of the budget. The public needs to 
know that in addition to spending addi-
tional money on new programs, we are 
paying interest on that money. I am 
concerned about these growing interest 
costs because they are part of our 
mounting national debt. 

Frankly, our interest rates are low 
right now, but they could skyrocket. 
The first couple years I was mayor of 

Cleveland, interest rates at the time 
were 13 percent. Some Americans re-
member savings passbooks that were 
paying 14 and 16 percent. I will never 
forget it because I had the money for 
my children’s college education in mu-
tual funds. I sold the mutual funds and 
put them in the passbook savings be-
cause we were getting—can you imag-
ine—we were getting 16 percent—16 
percent—on a passbook investment. 

I think we need to wake up to the 
fact that if we get a change in the 
international marketplace—as I men-
tioned earlier, 55 percent of our budget 
is with foreign investors—if those cen-
tral banks get a little bit nervous 
about the United States of America— 
and I have talked to Alan Greenspan 
about this; we could see interest rates 
skyrocket to 12 percent, 13 percent— 
that would suck up an enormous 
amount of money. 

So the fact is, we ought to pay atten-
tion to letting people know when we ei-
ther reduce taxes, and borrow the 
money, or we spend money above the 
budget, somebody has to pay some in-
terest on that cost. We must stop this 
charade once and for all. Both sides of 
the aisle have a clear, moral obligation 
to improve the fiscal health of our Na-
tion. It starts with formulating a fair 
and honest budget. Yet we are being 
dishonest and masking the long-term 
challenges that confront our Nation. 

We must deal with these problems 
head on and work on a bipartisan basis 
to reform our tax system, control the 
growth of entitlement spending, and 
slow this freight train that is threat-
ening to crush our children and grand-
children’s futures. 

Experts say the most important step 
you can take is to first admit you have 
a problem. I will never forget when I 
was mayor of Cleveland and came in, 
the easiest thing sometimes in life was 
just to keep the problems in a drawer 
and not look at them and hope they 
would go away. I found a long time ago 
that if you take those problems and 
pull them out and deal with them, you 
are so much better off than if you just 
let them lay around and get worse. 

The question today is, Do we have 
the moral courage to fix it? Do we have 
the moral courage? Can we do that? It 
is a moral issue. 

I will never forget Frank Wolf. I gave 
a speech last year and Frank called me 
and he said: I am going to put a bill in, 
and we are going to set up a commis-
sion that is going to do something 
about tax reform and entitlement. 

He said: I have—I think he said 11 or 
12 grandchildren. He said: I thought 
about it. I am a fiscal conservative. He 
said: But you know something. We 
have a moral obligation to our chil-
dren. We just can’t let this thing keep 
going. The fact is, do we have that 
moral conviction to fix it or are we too 
darn interested in protecting our polit-
ical hides—our political hides—to do 
anything? Do we have the courage to 
do it? Do we have the courage? 

I am 70 years old. I have seven grand-
children. I care and worry about them. 
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My concern is what legacy am I going 
to leave my children and my grand-
children. I was fortunate. We were for-
tunate. We had others before us who 
were responsible—others, for example, 
who were willing to pay for the wars 
that we were in. Today, in this coun-
try, let’s see, it is up to $510 billion for 
Iraq and Afghanistan, and if we pass 
the supplemental, it is going to be $610 
billion. The only sacrifice that is being 
made today in this country is by the 
families that have the body bags re-
turned to them. Twenty-six thousand 
of our men and women who have been 
injured, half of them disabled for the 
rest of their life, and we are not doing 
anything. We are not doing anything. 

Last year, I said if we can’t get tax 
reform to raise the money that we need 
to take care of things, then we ought 
to have a temporary tax increase to 
pay for our war. We should. It is the 
right thing to do. But, no, we will let it 
go and let somebody else worry about 
it the next time around—the new 
President. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

would note as I begin how much I ap-
preciate Senator VOINOVICH and his 
passion for America in trying to intro-
duce responsibility in spending and 
taxes. We don’t always agree on every-
thing, but he is a man of principle and 
dedication to his country. 

Mr. President, the amendment I will 
be asking my colleagues to consider to-
morrow deals with a growing problem 
that we have in America. It has to be 
confronted completely before long. It is 
the alternative minimum tax. This is a 
tax that after you figure what you owe 
on your income tax return and you 
have taken all your deductions, you 
have to calculate your taxes again and 
you may have to file under the alter-
native minimum tax and pay more 
taxes. That was an idea conjured up be-
fore I came to the Senate to capture 
rich people who weren’t paying enough 
taxes. Maybe it had some resonance to 
it, but it has fallen very hard now on 
the middle class, and it is very dra-
matic. 

We in this Congress have become ad-
dicted to the money the alternative 
minimum tax brings in. We have de-
cided, though, that we can’t allow mil-
lions of middle-class people to be bur-
dened with a new and higher tax, so we 
have tried to fix it. We did what was 
called the AMT patch—a patch. It 
wasn’t a complete fix, it was a Band- 
Aid, and it would do a lot. Actually, it 
has done considerable. Without a patch 
next year, about 23 million people will 
be subjected to the tax, but with the 
patch, 17 million of those will not. 
They will be dropped out of AMT. Sev-
enteen million people will be saved 
from that. 

I just want to say, first of all, the 
real solution, as everyone knows, is tax 
simplification. We need to do that, but 
we have no real momentum at this mo-

ment in the Congress in either House 
or in either party or by the President. 
Those of us not on the Finance Com-
mittee sometimes wonder why we don’t 
have more proposals for tax simplifica-
tion, but we don’t. It is going to happen 
sometime, sooner rather than later. 

So the patch helps. It raises the AMT 
exemption level, the amount of money, 
the floor to which you get caught with, 
and that has helped some. But the real 
truth that I must share with my col-
leagues is that the result has not been 
fair. It is not a principled way to deal 
with the people being caught by the al-
ternative minimum tax. 

In 2006, for example, 7.4 percent of 
married people with children paid high-
er taxes under the AMT, while 1 per-
cent of singles paid the AMT. Think of 
that. This tax, the way it is calculated 
and the way it is put together, it has 
fallen incredibly hard, over seven times 
as hard, on married people with chil-
dren as it does on single taxpayers. 
Why is that so? Well, when you cal-
culate your alternative minimum tax, 
you can’t use your personal exemp-
tions. You can’t use that personal ex-
emption of $3,400, and you can’t claim 
your children as exemptions. 

So I would first say one of the most 
valuable things this country has are 
the parents out there, some single 
moms, working their hearts out every 
day to raise and educate the next gen-
eration of young people who are going 
to lead this country. 

So the alternative minimum tax I 
have believed for some time has penal-
ized people with children. We have had 
a marriage penalty and now we see 
with the AMT, we are actually taxing 
children, making it even more expen-
sive for young families to have chil-
dren. 

So I think my amendment does the 
right thing. It achieves a very similar 
result as the patch but is more prin-
cipled, more cued to what is in the na-
tional interests, and more fair. 

First, it treats children and personal 
exemptions correctly. You still get 
your personal exemption under the 
AMT and exemptions for your depend-
ents in your household. Under this plan 
as I have offered it, 87 percent as many 
people will not have to file an AMT re-
turn as would under the patch—almost 
the same, 13 percent less, but very 
close to the same number. But as-
toundingly and importantly, it costs a 
lot less. It would save in terms of tax 
revenue lost $82 billion over 5 years. It 
would be a lot less expensive in terms 
of tax cost. 

This $82 billion could help us contain 
the deficit. It could help us fund the ex-
piring tax cuts that have allowed us to 
have a low-tax economy that has led to 
such terrific growth in our economy, 
would provide some of the money we 
could use for that, and it would be good 
for the economy in a way that I am 
afraid this unprincipled approach to 
patching the AMT does not. There 
would be less focus on high income, 
high tax States. I come from a lower 

tax State, a poorer State, a poorer 
State with a lower average income 
than the average in the United States. 
We are doing a lot better, and I am 
proud of that, but we still are below 
the national average in a number of 
different ways. Our State would not 
benefit much at all under the patch. 

Let me show my colleagues this 
chart. This is a rather astounding 
chart. These are the percentage of tax-
payers who paid the AMT by State in 
2005. In my home State of Alabama, it 
was 0.8, eight-tenths of 1 percent. Less 
than 1 percent paid any AMT. But in 
New York, with a good bit higher aver-
age income, 6 percent paid—6 percent 
of the people paid it. The numbers are 
high in other States. Mississippi is low 
at .9, and the Dakotas are .8 and .6. In-
diana is 1.0; West Virginia, .9. The 
lower income States are not going to 
benefit as much under the kind of 
patch we are talking about. Most of the 
benefits of the patch will be transferred 
to only a few States for a lot of dif-
ferent reasons. One is because they 
have higher taxes which cannot be de-
ducted under the AMT. 

So I would say what we need to do is 
to do better. By having the exemptions 
allowable under the AMT calculation, 
we would benefit people more fairly 
around the country, although not a 
complete fairness. It is still going to be 
a tax that dramatically shifts benefits 
to higher income, higher tax States. 
There is no doubt about that. But this 
is at least a step in the right direction, 
and it helps real people. My excellent 
staff person, Dr. Andrew Barrett, talks 
about a professor he knows, Chris-
topher Wolfe, who has 10 children. He is 
getting whacked by the AMT. 

I think a person who is pouring his 
heart and soul into raising a large fam-
ily and trying to do the right thing by 
them should not lose their tax exemp-
tions and have to pay a higher tax than 
somebody who didn’t have that. 

I hope we can have a good vote on 
this tomorrow. I think it is the right 
thing. As we go forward, we are going 
to have to talk about this more. The 
more I study it, the more convinced I 
am that this is not a good way to han-
dle tax policy in America, this AMT. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator ORRIN HATCH be listed as a cospon-
sor on that legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will 
sum up. I am a member of the Budget 
Committee. One of the things you see 
as you watch these budgets go through 
here and we discuss them and debate 
them and it sounds like a lot of politics 
and hot air and partisanship. But the 
real truth is that a budget is a defining 
instrument for a party. A budget tells 
what your priorities are, what direc-
tion you want to take the country in. 
I am not sure we have ever had a budg-
et since I have been here—well, maybe 
a few in the beginning but certainly 
not in the last several years of my ten-
ure—that was passed on anything other 
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than a party-line vote, at least in the 
Budget Committee. 

Once again, the budget that came out 
of this Budget Committee, now that we 
have a Democratic majority, passed 
with all Democratic votes and no Re-
publican votes. Last year, the budget 
that passed out was passed by all Re-
publican votes and opposed by all 
Democrats. But they were in the mi-
nority at that time. I used to think, 
well, why can’t we just get together 
and work these things out. Perhaps we 
can at some point. Perhaps we will 
have a break in this cycle. But right 
now, it seems that the budget defines 
us and our differences. What is it we 
agree on? What is it we disagree on? 
Where do we want to take the country? 
And where does somebody else not 
want to go? 

Let me mention a few things about 
this budget. It is a spending budget. 
The President proposed a rather sub-
stantial increase in discretionary 
spending; but our Democratic col-
leagues passed a budget that adds $18 
billion more in nondefense discre-
tionary spending than the President 
asked for. It brought it up to a total in-
crease in nondefense discretionary 
spending of over 6 percent—I think it is 
6.1-percent growth in spending. 

Well, what is the cost of living? What 
is the CPI, the inflation rate? It is 
about 2.3 percent. So this budget in-
crease, in a time of war, in a time when 
entitlements are raging out of control, 
is not a frugal budget; it is a spending 
budget. You should not be spending al-
most three times the inflation rate if 
you want to have any kind of responsi-
bility in spending. We don’t have to 
spend three times the rate of inflation 
to keep the country from collapsing. 
The country is not going to collapse if 
we had a flat budget or if we cut 3, 4, 
5 percent, if you want to know the 
truth. The Republic will still be stand-
ing. 

But, no, we have to fund these pro-
grams, these ideas, and these visions 
that utilize money and runs up the 
total. So they have shoved through a 
budget that increases it substantially. 
Last year, we passed, on a party-line 
vote, a proposal that would have con-
tained, by about 1 or 2 percent over 5 
years, the growth in entitlement 
spending. Senator JUDD GREGG worked 
this in. He believed in it passionately. 
He believed we could now, early on, be-
fore we reach a fiscal disaster in the fu-
ture, control some of these spending 
programs. He had a modest cut in the 
growth—growth only—of Medicare. I 
think it was like 45 percent growth to 
46 percent growth. How about that? Do 
you think we can sustain that? It got 
to the floor and all of the Democrats 
opposed it and several Republicans op-
posed it, and it failed. We could not 
even contain the growth by 1 percent. 

So all last year, in this last election, 
my Democratic friends, were out rail-
ing at President Bush for spending 
wildly. They claimed that Republicans 
were irresponsible on spending, and 

here they go coming back with this 
budget. Did it have any effort or did it 
display any movement whatsoever to 
contain the growth of entitlement 
spending? Zero. It didn’t attempt to 
confront that issue. I think that is a 
mistake. We have had a lot of com-
plaints that we have to do something, 
but when it came down to the time to 
produce a budget, over the objection of 
Senator GREGG and others, they had no 
interest in that. 

Well, what about taxes? We didn’t 
have any savings on the spending side. 
We had an increase on spending. What 
about taxes? They say this is not a 
raising-taxes budget, that it doesn’t 
raise taxes, don’t worry about that. We 
have not voted to raise taxes. Let me 
tell you what they did do. They created 
a system and a mechanism—or at least 
the majority did when they passed this 
budget—that is going to put us in a po-
sition where we are going to raise 
taxes, and I am going to explain it to 
you as simply as I possibly can. The 
budget adds four points of order. A 
point of order calls for a supermajority 
vote to carry out some act. They said 
you cannot have tax cuts unless sev-
eral things occur, and the only way you 
can have those tax cuts, if those things 
don’t occur, is override a budget point 
of order, and that takes 60 votes, not 
50. So what about the existing tax 
cuts—the capital gains reductions, the 
marriage penalty elimination, the divi-
dends reduction? What about reducing 
the tax rate for the lowest income 
workers who pay Federal taxes by 33 
percent, from 15 to 10 percent? 

Well, they came up with a proposal 
that says you cannot even extend those 
tax cuts that have been in place for a 
number of years and begin to expire in 
the next couple of years. Those cannot 
be extended without being able to over-
come the budget points of order. To do 
so, the most logical thing is to cut 
spending. So if you cut spending 
enough to pay for a tax reduction, a 
tax reduction that is already in place— 
and some have been in place for over 5 
years—if you don’t cut spending suffi-
cient to ‘‘pay for the lost revenue,’’ ac-
cording to these estimates, then you 
cannot undo it without 60 votes. 

When we passed those tax reductions, 
it was virtually party line, although 
several Democrats, including Ben Nel-
son, voted with us, but one time it was 
a tie vote. Another time it was one or 
two votes. These were razor thin, the 
low fifties. By putting in a 60-vote 
point of order, it is not going to be pos-
sible to extend the existing tax cuts, 
the reduction of the rates, capital 
gains. They estimated, for example, 
that capital gains reductions would 
cost the Treasury $5 billion. As it 
turned out, capital gains, after being 
reduced, have resulted in increases to 
the Treasury of $133 billion. If you sell 
a piece of property and you have to pay 
20 percent on the profit, you might not 
do it. If you are thinking about selling 
stock and you say, wait a minute, it 
has grown in value and you are going 

to have to pay a 20 percent tax on that, 
you may say I will just hold it. At 15 
percent, people say, OK, I will pay 
that. 

We have had an interesting time of 
more sales of property and assets sub-
ject to capital gains, and we increased 
revenue after the tax rate was reduced. 
I wish to say to you that this budget 
has put us in a position that I don’t see 
how it is possible that we can extend 
even the existing tax reduction. Those 
tax reductions have spurred this econ-
omy. They were enacted during a time 
when we had difficulties. It is impor-
tant to note that when President Bush 
took office, the Nasdaq, the high-tech 
stock market, had fallen 50 percent. 
The first quarter he took office was 
negative growth. In fact, the last 
month of President Clinton’s term was 
negative growth. President Bush inher-
ited an economy in serious trouble. 
Then 9/11 hit and we were in a reces-
sion. It could have been a long one, but 
it turned out not to be. It bounced 
back quickly, and a big reason is he re-
duced taxes; the economy grew and 
picked up the slack and began to grow. 

Two years ago, the revenue coming 
into the U.S. Treasury increased 15 per-
cent over the previous year. Last year, 
the revenue coming in—this is money 
actually in the Federal till—went up 12 
percent over the 15 percent. This year, 
they are predicting that revenue to the 
Federal Treasury will be up almost 10 
percent over last year’s 12 percent. 
That is fabulous growth. What should 
we do? We ought to contain Federal 
spending. We ought to keep those tax 
cuts in place, not to make somebody 
rich, not just to let them keep more 
money—money that they earned—but 
because it is good for our economy, be-
cause we are a free market economy, 
and we are a group of people who be-
lieve in individual responsibility—not 
like the Europeans, who are semi-So-
cialist, if not Socialist, who deeply be-
lieve in higher taxes, more regulation, 
bigger government, and more social 
welfare. 

That is not our heritage. We have a 
heritage of free, responsible, individual 
Americans, whose goal and ideal is to 
take care of ourselves, but we will help 
those who need it when they need it. 

I wish to say this budget defines a lot 
of who we are. I think it defines a dif-
ferent vision for what is best for Amer-
ica. It has been that way for most of 
the time I have been in the Senate, and 
it looks like we are at it again this 
year. 

I feel strongly we ought not to go and 
slide and move toward the big govern-
ment, high taxes, and social welfare 
system of the Europeans. They say: 
Well, it has not made the taxes go up; 
we have a budget and the Finance Com-
mittee can fix this and they can do 
whatever they want to do. They have a 
lot of freedom. 

But with the points of order in the 
budget, I submit to you that we have a 
problem. I submit to you this Demo-
cratic budget that came out of the 
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committee is similar to this torpedo on 
this chart. 

Democrats can say they have not 
raised taxes yet, but they have 
launched that torpedo right at this 
thriving, vibrant American economy. 
The torpedo is named ‘‘tax increases’’ 
and they are on the way. That is a fact. 
I don’t see anything that is going to 
intercept that torpedo because the vote 
tomorrow will put us on a road we can-
not get out of. It is going to put us in 
a situation where the votes will not 
exist to cut taxes, and we are going to 
allow even existing tax reductions to 
phase out, and taxes will jump, and it 
will amount to the largest tax increase 
in American history, from what the ex-
perts tell us. 

It is late. This is an important point 
and an important time for our country. 
When we pass a budget, it doesn’t do a 
whole lot. A budget basically has a 
couple of things it does. It sets the 
total level of spending. That level has 
been raised over what the President 
has asked for. It creates a mechanism 
that could allow us to extend tax cuts 
for less than 60 votes, or do other rev-
enue changes for less than 60 votes. But 
the budget we are passing is going to 
put us into a situation where we will 
increase spending and we will be put on 
a road to increase taxes. 

I think that is a wrong direction for 
our Nation, and I doth protest. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 9:42 p.m., 
adjourned until Friday, March 23, 2007, 
at 9 a.m.  

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate March 22, 2007: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JOHN C. ROOD, OF ARIZONA, TO BE UNDER SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR ARMS CONTROL AND INTERNATIONAL SE-
CURITY, VICE ROBERT JOSEPH, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

MICHAEL J. SULLIVAN, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE DI-
RECTOR, BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS, 
AND EXPLOSIVES. (NEW POSITION) 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. MARTIN E. DEMPSEY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIGADIER GENERAL MARI K. EDER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL WILLIAM H. GERETY, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL PAUL F. HAMM, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GEORGE R. HARRIS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL STEVEN J. HASHEM, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ADOLPH MCQUEEN, JR., 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID A. MORRIS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MAYNARD J. SANDERS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GREGORY A. SCHUMACHER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL J. SCHWEIGER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL RICHARD J. SHERLOCK, JR., 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DEAN G. SIENKO, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL MARCIA M. ANDERSON, 0000 
COLONEL DOUGLAS P. ANSON, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM G. BEARD, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM M. BUCKLER, 0000 
COLONEL ALFRED B. CARLTON, 0000 
COLONEL ROBERT G. CATALANOTTI, 0000 
COLONEL MICHELE G. COMPTON, 0000 
COLONEL JOHN C. HANLEY, 0000 
COLONEL KATHERINE P. KASUN, 0000 
COLONEL ROBERT W. KENYON, 0000 
COLONEL KAREN E. LEDOUX, 0000 
COLONEL PETER S. LENNON, 0000 
COLONEL CHARLES D. MARTIN, 0000 
COLONEL GARY A. MEDVIGY, 0000 
COLONEL SAMUEL T. NICHOLS, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JAMES D. OWENS, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY E. PHILLIPS, 0000 
COLONEL LESLIE A. PURSER, 0000 
COLONEL DAVID W. PUSTER, 0000 
COLONEL DANIEL I. SCHULTZ, 0000 
COLONEL MICHAEL R. SMITH, 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY W. TALLEY, 0000 
COLONEL MEGAN P. TATU, 0000 
COLONEL NICKOLAS P. TOOLIATOS, 0000 
COLONEL JAMES T. WALTON, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. GEORGE J. TRAUTMAN III, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. HAROLD D. STARLING II, 0000 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES 
COAST GUARD UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION 211: 

To be lieutenant commander 

KIRSTEN R. MARTIN, 0000 
PATRICK A. ROPP, 0000 
RICHARD V. TIMME, 0000 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR PROMOTION WITHIN AND 
INTO THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASSES 
INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF MINISTER-COUNSELOR: 

EDWARD W. BIRGELLS, OF TEXAS 
CARLEENE HOPE DEI, OF FLORIDA 
MICHAEL TILESTON FRITZ, OF WYOMING 
WILLIAM A. JEFFERS, OF FLORIDA 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR: 

STEPHEN F. CALLAHAN, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT FRANCIS CUNNANE, OF FLORIDA 
ALEXANDER DICKIE IV, OF TEXAS 
KARL FICKENSCHER, OF NORTH CAROLINA 
STEPHEN M. HAYKIN, OF WASHINGTON 
JANINA JARUZELSKI, OF NEW JERSEY 
ELISABETH A. KVITASHVILI, OF VIRGINIA 
DAVID E. MCCLOUD, OF FLORIDA 
KEVIN J. MULLALLY, OF TEXAS 
GARY WILLIAM NEWTON, OF FLORIDA 
HERMANIA B. PANGAN, OF VIRGINIA 
SUSAN G. REICHLE, OF VIRGINIA 
DENISE A. ROLLINS, OF MICHIGAN 
MARILYNN ANN SCHMIDT, OF VIRGINIA 
ELZADIA WASHINGTON-DANAUX, OF TENNESSEE 
JACK WINN, OF FLORIDA 
ANDREA J. YATES, OF FLORIDA 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING CANDIDATES FOR PERSONNEL AC-
TION IN THE REGULAR CORPS OF THE U.S. PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS THERE-
FORE AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND REGULATIONS: 

To be assistant surgeon 

SUNEE R. DANIELSON 
MARY E. EVANS 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

MELISSA W. JONES, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY NURSE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

BARBARA J. KING, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 

To be colonel 

JAMES F. BECK, 0000 
KEVIN S. MCKIERNAN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be colonel 

DANIEL L. HURST, 0000 

To be lieutenant colonel 

EMMANUEL R. BONNECARRERE, 0000 
LARRY D. CHRISTOPHER, 0000 
SAMUEL H. FISTEL, 0000 
JUAN M. LOPEZ, 0000 

To be major 

JOHN G. MARKLEY, 0000 
JACQUELYN OHERRIN, 0000 
ADAM H. SIMS, 0000 
GEORGE T. TALBOT, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

EDUARDO A. ABISELLAN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER C. ABRAMS, 0000 
JOHN K. ADAMS, 0000 
TED A. ADAMS, 0000 
JOHN C. ALLEE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER W. ALLEN, 0000 
JOSEPH T. ALLENA, JR., 0000 
GEOFFREY M. ANTHONY, 0000 
VINCENT D. APPLEWHITE, 0000 
JOHN ARMELLINO, JR., 0000 
STEPHEN P. ARMES, 0000 
MITCHELL K. ARNZEN, 0000 
JOHN B. ATKINSON, 0000 
STEPHEN C. AUGUSTIN, 0000 
TERRY L. BAGGETT, 0000 
PAUL D. BAKER, 0000 
RAYMOND G. BAKER, 0000 
SCOTT A. BALDWIN, 0000 
CRAIG P. BARNETT, 0000 
JOHN M. BARNETT, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. BARRICK, 0000 
MICHAEL B. BARRY, 0000 
STEPHEN R. BECK, JR., 0000 
PATRICK A. BECKETT, 0000 
MARC A. BEGIN, 0000 
DOUGLAS C. BEHEL, 0000 
THOMAS J. BEIKIRCH, 0000 
MARLIN C. BENTON, JR., 0000 
DAVID BERNATOVICH, 0000 
WILLIAM C. BERRIS, 0000 
CHARLES N. BLACK, 0000 
CHAD A. BLAIR, 0000 
RUSSELL A. BLAUW, 0000 
BRET A. BOLDING, 0000 
RICHARD J. BORDONARO, 0000 
TODD V. BOTTOMS, 0000 
MATTHEW C. BOYKIN, 0000 
ROBERT J. BRAATZ, 0000 
ROBERT G. BRACKNELL, 0000 
DAVID P. BRADNEY, 0000 
RONALD C. BRANEY, 0000 
TERRY L. BRANSTETTER, JR., 0000 
IAN D. BRASURE, 0000 
ROLLIN D. BREWSTER III, 0000 
PETER J. BROWN, 0000 
ROBERT J. BRUDER, 0000 
JOHN H. BRUGGEMAN, JR., 0000 
TIMOTHY R. BRYANT, 0000 
VICTOR J. BUNCH, 0000 
KENNETH A. BURGER, 0000 
HEATHER M. BURGESS, 0000 
RUSSELL C. BURTON, 0000 
SHAWN P. CALLAHAN, 0000 
MICHAEL J. CALLANAN, 0000 
MICHAEL T. CARSON, 0000 
RONNIE A. CARSON, JR., 0000 
JENNIFER E. CARTER, 0000 
MELVIN G. CARTER, 0000 
TODD M. CARUSO, 0000 
MICHAEL S. CASEY, 0000 
WALTER D. CERKAN, 0000 
ERIK L. CHRISTENSEN, 0000 
IAN R. CLARK, 0000 
WILLIAM P. CLARK, 0000 
TIMOTHY L. CLARKE, 0000 
ERIN D. COADY, 0000 
JAIME O. COLLAZO, 0000 
STEPHEN G. CONROY, 0000 
SAMUEL C. COOK, 0000 
MATTHEW D. COOPER, 0000 
ROBERT D. COOPER, 0000 
EDITH W. CORDERY, 0000 
GUY R. COURSEY, 0000 
IAN D. COURTNEY, 0000 
KENNETH L. CRABTREE, 0000 
BRIAN E. CRANE, 0000 
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DARYL G. CRANE, 0000 
MATTHEW A. CROCE, 0000 
PAUL D. CUCINOTTA, 0000 
DREW E. CUKOR, 0000 
MATTHEW C. CULBERTSON, 0000 
JENS A. CURTIS, 0000 
EARL W. DANIELS, 0000 
KEITH C. DARBY II, 0000 
ROMIN DASMALCHI, 0000 
RONALD K. DENNARD, 0000 
PAUL T. DEUTSCH, 0000 
ANDREW L. DIETZ, 0000 
MARK D. DIETZ, 0000 
JOHN E. DOBES, 0000 
SCOTT P. DUNCAN, 0000 
ANDREW L. EAST, 0000 
KURT G. EBAUGH, 0000 
BEN T. EDWARDS, JR., 0000 
FRED H. EGERER II, 0000 
ERIC J. ELDRED, 0000 
THOMAS C. EULER III, 0000 
ANTHONY C. FABIANO, 0000 
THOMAS M. FAHY, JR., 0000 
JAMES P. FALLON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. FEARS, 0000 
WESLEY L. FEIGHT, 0000 
TODD W. FERRY, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. FETSCH, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. FEYEDELEM, 0000 
PHILIP A. FICKES, 0000 
MICHAEL D. FOLGATE, 0000 
VINCENT H. FONTENOT, JR., 0000 
TIMOTHY J. FRANK, 0000 
WESLEY A. FRASARD, JR., 0000 
JAMES W. FREY, 0000 
THOMAS C. FRIES, 0000 
PHILLIP N. FRIETZE, 0000 
BRYON J. FUGATE, 0000 
ROBERT C. FULFORD, 0000 
JAMES R. FULLWOOD, JR., 0000 
PETER S. GADD, 0000 
THOMAS J. GALVIN, 0000 
JASON S. GERIN, 0000 
ERIC A. GILLIS, 0000 
DOUGLAS V. GLASGOW, 0000 
MICHAEL F. GOGOLIN, 0000 
JOHN C. GOLDEN IV, 0000 
TIMOTHY C. GOLDEN, 0000 
KEVIN M. GONZALEZ, 0000 
DANIEL F. GOODWIN, 0000 
DONALD A. GORDON, 0000 
ROBERT GOVONI, 0000 
BRUCE G. GRALER, 0000 
DAVID P. GRANT, 0000 
DANIEL Q. GREENWOOD, 0000 
DAVID M. GRIESMER, 0000 
STEPHEN M. GRIFFITHS, 0000 
REGINALD L. HAIRSTON, 0000 
MORRIS D. HALE, 0000 
NICHOLAS S. HALE, 0000 
EARL L. HALQUIST, 0000 
JAMES F. HARP, 0000 
CLARENCE T. HARPER III, 0000 
SCOTT W. HARRIS, 0000 
BARON A. HARRISON, 0000 
PETER W. HART, 0000 
JEFFREY H. HAUSER, 0000 
BRIAN W. HAVILAND, 0000 
DOUGLAS A. HAWKINS, 0000 
CHAD T. HEDLESTON, 0000 
HENRY G. HESS, 0000 
JAMES A. HESSEN, 0000 
MICHAEL O. HIXSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY H. HOGAN, 0000 
MICHAEL T. HOLMES, 0000 
RENEE A. HOLMES, 0000 
JEFFREY C. HOLT, 0000 
MARK D. HOROWITZ, 0000 
JAMES E. HOWARD, 0000 
MICHAEL P. HUBBARD, 0000 
LAWRENCE E. HUGGINS, JR., 0000 
BRIAN G. HUGHES, 0000 
PETER D. HUNTLEY, 0000 
JAMES J. HURD, 0000 
THOMAS J. IMPELLITTERI, 0000 
JAN M. JANUARY, 0000 
JEFFREY L. JAROSZ, 0000 
MICHAEL J. JERNIGAN, 0000 
DAVID E. JONES, 0000 
SEKOU S. KAREGA, 0000 
DANIEL R. KAZMIER, 0000 
PATRICK J. KEANE III, 0000 
ANTHONY P. KENNICK, 0000 
CRAIG M. KILHENNY, 0000 
JEFFREY A. KNUDSON, 0000 
ROBERT A. KUROWSKI, 0000 
SCOTT S. LACY, 0000 
WILLIAM F. LAPRATT, 0000 
TERRENCE H. LATORRE, 0000 
FRANK N. LATT, 0000 
RHETT B. LAWING, 0000 
RAYMOND H. LEGALL, 0000 
RODNEY LEGOWSKI, 0000 
WENDELL B. LEIMBACH, JR., 0000 
SCOTT D. LEONARD, 0000 
MICHAEL D. LEPSON, 0000 
JOSEPH P. LEVREAULT, 0000 
PATRICK A. LINDAUER, 0000 
DANIEL R. LINGMAN, 0000 
DANIEL C. LOGAN, 0000 
JOSEPH A. LORE, 0000 
DAVID W. LUCAS, 0000 
JOSEPH A. LUCIA III, 0000 
ROBERT E. LUCIUS, JR., 0000 
STEVEN G. LUHRSEN, 0000 
ERIC M. LYON, 0000 
JOHN E. MADES, 0000 

LORNA M. MAHLOCK, 0000 
GEORGE G. MALKASIAN, 0000 
DENNIS A. MANACO, 0000 
KENDALL A. MARTINEZ, 0000 
WILLIAM J. MATTES, JR., 0000 
SEAN P. MATTINGLY, 0000 
THOMAS G. MCCANN II, 0000 
WILLIAM P. MCCLANE, 0000 
MATTHEW J. MCCORMACK, 0000 
DONALD B. MCDANIEL, 0000 
MATTHEW J. MCDIVITT, 0000 
JOHN E. MCDONOUGH, 0000 
PATRICK M. MCGEE, 0000 
SHAWN W. MCKEE, 0000 
SEAN C. MCPHERSON, 0000 
WILLIAM J. MCWATERS, 0000 
ROGER C. MEADE, 0000 
HALSTEAD MEADOWS III, 0000 
MICHAEL W. MELSO, 0000 
ANDREW O. METCALF, 0000 
ELDON E. METZGER, 0000 
KURT E. MOGENSEN, 0000 
PAUL R. MOGG, 0000 
JOSEPH F. MONROE, 0000 
MICHAEL J. MOONEY, 0000 
JUAN J. MORENO, 0000 
DAVID B. MORGAN, 0000 
DARIN S. MORRIS, 0000 
JASON L. MORRIS, 0000 
ALBERT G. MOSELEY IV, 0000 
MICHAEL L. MULLER, 0000 
LANCE D. MUNIZ, 0000 
JOHN J. MURPHY III, 0000 
MAUREEN B. MURPHY, 0000 
JOSEPH C. MURRAY, 0000 
ROBERT J. NASH, 0000 
JAMES D. NEAL, JR., 0000 
NATHAN G. NEBLETT, 0000 
SHANE D. NICKLAUS, 0000 
BERNARD J. NOWNES II, 0000 
PAUL J. NUGENT, 0000 
DAVID M. OCONNELL, 0000 
JAMES E. OHARRA, 0000 
KENNETH A. OLDHAM, 0000 
MICHAEL S. OSHAUGHNESSY, 0000 
DAVID S. OWEN, 0000 
PATRICK R. OWENS, 0000 
LOUIS J. PALAZZO, 0000 
DANIEL L. PARIS, 0000 
DAVID J. PARK, 0000 
PAUL T. PATRICK, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. PATTON, 0000 
JOHN S. PAYNE II, 0000 
THOMAS A. PECINA, 0000 
TODD E. PERRY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. PHELPS, 0000 
MICHAEL A. PHILLIPS, 0000 
SCOTT W. PIERCE, 0000 
STEPHEN S. PIERSON, 0000 
ROBERT J. PLEVELL, 0000 
DAVE S. PORTILLO, 0000 
DOUGLAS M. POWELL, 0000 
THOMAS E. PRENTICE, 0000 
DONALD J. PRESTO, 0000 
CHARLES P. PRESTON IV, 0000 
JOHN A. PRYCE, 0000 
MATTHEW PUGLISI, 0000 
ERIC A. PUTMAN, 0000 
DEAN L. PUTNAM, 0000 
JAMES E. QUINN, 0000 
JOSEPH N. RAFTERY, 0000 
MATTHEW R. RAJKOVICH, 0000 
MATTHEW G. RAU, 0000 
MICHAEL T. RECCE, 0000 
MARVIN REED, 0000 
BRENDAN REILLY, 0000 
DAVID S. RENTZ, 0000 
DAVID E. RICHARDSON, 0000 
MICHAEL R. RIES, 0000 
SEAN M. RIORDAN, 0000 
KEITH T. RIVINIUS, 0000 
CRAIG D. ROGERSON, 0000 
MICHAEL P. ROHLFS, JR., 0000 
CHARLES D. ROSE, JR., 0000 
PAUL A. ROSENBLOOM, 0000 
DEE S. ROSSER, 0000 
GEORGE B. ROWELL IV, 0000 
JOSEPH J. RUSSO, 0000 
MICHAEL V. SAMAROV, 0000 
ANDREW J. SAUER, 0000 
BRETON L. SAUNDERS, 0000 
THOMAS B. SAVAGE, 0000 
MICHAEL E. SAYEGH, 0000 
JOHN M. SCHAAR, 0000 
FREDERICK G. SCHENK, 0000 
JASON C. SCHUETTE, 0000 
ROBERT K. SCHWARZ, 0000 
JONATHAN B. SCRABECK, 0000 
JOSEPH W. SEARS, 0000 
DAVID J. SEBUCK, 0000 
MICHAEL B. SEGER, 0000 
DANIEL D. SEIBEL, 0000 
BRIAN F. SEIFFERT, 0000 
GLENN R. SEIFFERT, 0000 
MARK W. SHELLABARGER, 0000 
DANIEL L. SHIPLEY, 0000 
TY A. SIMMONS, 0000 
DAVID W. SMITH, 0000 
MARK D. SMITH, 0000 
JEFFREY C. SMITHERMAN, 0000 
WALTER C. SOPP, JR., 0000 
JOHN H. SORENSON, 0000 
DAVID B. SOSA, 0000 
SHAUN C. SPANG, 0000 
DIANA L. STANESZEWSKI, 0000 
MICHAEL J. STEELE, 0000 
RICHARD G. STEELE, 0000 

NOEL C. STEVENS, 0000 
KEVIN J. STEWART, 0000 
STEPHEN R. STEWART, 0000 
BENJAMIN P. STINSON, 0000 
JAMES B. STONE IV, 0000 
SHAWN R. STRANDBERG, 0000 
DANIEL R. SULLIVAN, 0000 
WILLIAM H. SWAN, 0000 
SHAWN M. SWIER, 0000 
MICHAEL J. TARGOS III, 0000 
ANDREW J. TATE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. TAVUCHIS, 0000 
EDWARD R. TAYLOR, 0000 
BRADFORD J. TENNEY, 0000 
DONALD J. THIEME II, 0000 
IVAN G. THOMAS, 0000 
MARK C. THOMPSON, 0000 
TODD S. TOMKO, 0000 
SCOTT M. TOUNEY, 0000 
CASEY C. TRAVERS, 0000 
LEONARD E. TROXEL, 0000 
LARRY E. TURNER, JR., 0000 
HENRY E. VANDERBORGHT, 0000 
DAVID N. VANDIVORT, 0000 
JOHN A. VANMESSEL, 0000 
WILLIAM H. VIVIAN, 0000 
GLENN C. VOGEL, 0000 
JOSEPH F. WADE, 0000 
DAVID C. WALSH, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER B. WALTERS, 0000 
ROBERT Q. WARD, 0000 
STEVEN C. WARE, 0000 
MICHAEL R. WATERMAN, 0000 
MCCLENDON N. WATERS III, 0000 
PAUL R. WEAVER, 0000 
JAMES B. WELLONS, 0000 
EDWARD J. WHITE, 0000 
KARL E. WILLIAMS, 0000 
MARCUS W. WILLIAMS, 0000 
WILLIAM D. WISCHMEYER, JR., 0000 
THOMAS J. WITCZAK, 0000 
EUGENE P. WITTKOFF, 0000 
STEVEN M. WOLF, 0000 
BRIAN N. WOLFORD, 0000 
CRAIG R. WONSON, 0000 
KEVIN S. WOODARD, 0000 
CALVERT L. WORTH, JR., 0000 
DANIEL L. YAROSLASKI, 0000 
TYLER J. ZAGURSKI, 0000 
JOSEPH J. ZARBA, JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major 

AARON D. ABDULLAH, 0000 
ERIK R. ABRAHAMSON, 0000 
MARTIN L. ABREU, 0000 
JESSICA L. ACOSTA, 0000 
DAVID M. ADAMIEC, 0000 
JOHN J. AHN, 0000 
LOUIS M. ALBIERO, JR., 0000 
BRIAN S. ALBON, 0000 
GREGORY J. ALLAN, 0000 
BRIAN J. AMEND, 0000 
BRADLEY W. ANDERSON, 0000 
JOSHUA P. ANDERSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. ANDERSON, 0000 
AARON A. ANGELL, 0000 
JOSEPH D. ARICO, 0000 
ADRIAN D. ARMOLD, 0000 
MICHAEL F. ARNONE, 0000 
JUAN I. ARRATIA, 0000 
ERIC M. ASCHENBRENNER, 0000 
RICHARD B. ASHFORD, 0000 
SCOTT K. ATWOOD, 0000 
BRAD E. AUGHINBAUGH, 0000 
TYSON M. AVERY, 0000 
BLAS AVILA, JR., 0000 
SHERIF A. AZIZ, 0000 
JOHN T. BADAMI, 0000 
EDWARD BAHRET, 0000 
CHARLES T. BAISLEY, 0000 
GREGORY T. BAKER, 0000 
SAMUEL BAKION, 0000 
MATTHEW A. BALDWIN, 0000 
GREGORY R. BAMFORD, 0000 
JOHN J. BANCROFT, JR., 0000 
ROZANNE BANICKI, 0000 
CARLOS M. BARELA, 0000 
JEFFREY V. BARNETT, 0000 
ERIK J. BARTELT, 0000 
DAX C. BATTAGLIA, 0000 
BARTHOLOME BATTISTA, 0000 
PAUL J. BATTY, 0000 
THEODORE W. BATZEL, JR., 0000 
GINGER E. BEALS, 0000 
JOSEPH T. BEALS, 0000 
BRADLEY P. BEAN, 0000 
JAMES M. BECHTEL, 0000 
HASSEN C. BECKFORD, 0000 
ERIC M. BECKMANN, 0000 
THOMAS M. BEDELL, 0000 
NATALIE L. BEEDE, 0000 
ERIN S. BENJAMIN, 0000 
DAVID M. BERNARD, 0000 
FREDRICK L. BERNIER, 0000 
PIERRE R. BERTRAND, 0000 
EDWARD Y. BLAKISTON, 0000 
JERRY W. BLOOMQUIST, 0000 
DAVID A. BOGLE, 0000 
JOHN A. BONDS, 0000 
JONATHAN A. BOSSIE, 0000 
STEPHEN C. BOUCHER, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BOWER, 0000 
ELIKA S. BOWMER, 0000 
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KEVIN J. BOYCE, 0000 
JONATHAN L. BRADLEY, 0000 
TIMOTHY S. BRADY, JR., 0000 
ANDREW J. BRASOSKY, 0000 
KEVIN H. BRIGHT, 0000 
CHRISTIAN J. BROADSTON, 0000 
KAREN B. BROCKMEIER, 0000 
JEFFREY T. BROOKS, 0000 
MICHAEL L. BROOKS, 0000 
JOSEPH D. BROOME, 0000 
JERRY BROWN, JR., 0000 
JONATHAN F. BROWN, 0000 
MAURICE A. BROWN, 0000 
DESMOND F. BROWNE, JR., 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. BROWNING, 0000 
AARON J. BRUNK, 0000 
JOHN P. BRUZZA, 0000 
ALVIN L. BRYANT, JR., 0000 
SAMUEL G. BRYCE, 0000 
CHRISTIAN J. BUCHANAN, 0000 
ARMANDO C. BUDOMO, JR., 0000 
ROBERT M. BUENO, 0000 
BENEDICT G. BUERKE, 0000 
ASHLEY K. BURCH, 0000 
GREGORY S. BURGESS, 0000 
DOUGLAS R. BURKE, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH P. BURKE, 0000 
RUSSELL A. BURKE, 0000 
DOUGLAS W. BURKMAN, 0000 
DAMON K. BURROWS, 0000 
GREGORY K. BUTCHER, 0000 
BRADLEY J. BUTLER, 0000 
TAMARA L. CAMPBELL, 0000 
TROY H. CAMPBELL, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER K. CANNON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. CANNON, 0000 
PETER J. CAPUZZI, 0000 
CONLON D. CARABINE, 0000 
FOSTER T. CARLILE, 0000 
BRADFORD R. CARR, 0000 
JOHN C. CATANZARITO, 0000 
ROBERT E. CATO II, 0000 
ANTONIO CERVANTES, JR., 0000 
JOSHUA B. CHARTIER, 0000 
SIU K. CHENG, 0000 
JOHN R. CHERRY, 0000 
DARREL L. CHOAT, 0000 
ANDREW CHRISTIAN, 0000 
DAVIS R. CHRISTY, 0000 
WILLIAM H. CHRONISTER, 0000 
LEE K. CLARE, 0000 
EARL R. CLARK, 0000 
JOSHUA D. CLAYTON, 0000 
BRYAN S. CLIFTON, 0000 
LLONIE A. COBB, 0000 
BRIAN W. COLE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. COLLINS, 0000 
JAMES B. COLLINS, 0000 
LEAH L. CONLEY, 0000 
RYAN M. CONNOLLY, 0000 
JAMES A. COOPER, 0000 
LEE K. COOPER, 0000 
ROBERT L. CORL, 0000 
EDUARDO CORREA, 0000 
FRED G. COURTNEY III, 0000 
MARK E. COVER, 0000 
BARRY A. CRAFT, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL L. CRAIGHEAD, 0000 
RYAN E. CRAIS, 0000 
BRENT A. CREWS, 0000 
MICHAEL J. CRITCHLEY, 0000 
ROBERTO CUEVAS, 0000 
CLINTON A. CULP, 0000 
GREGORY R. CURTIS, 0000 
IAN C. DAGLEY, 0000 
TERRY L. DALTON, JR., 0000 
CHAD W. DARNELL, 0000 
KEVIN O. DAVIS, 0000 
MARK S. DAVIS, 0000 
ROBERT B. DAVIS, 0000 
TIMOTHY A. DAVIS, 0000 
MANUEL J. DELAROSA, 0000 
JOSE M. DELEON, JR., 0000 
ANDREW M. DELGAUDIO, 0000 
JOSEPH T. DELLOS, 0000 
CHARLES W. DELPIZZO III, 0000 
GREGORY P. DEMARCO, 0000 
BRIAN P. DENNIS, 0000 
SAMUEL N. DEPUTY, 0000 
KEVIN B. DEWITT, 0000 
PATRICIA M. DIENHART, 0000 
JEFFREY S. DINSMORE, 0000 
DEREK J. DIORIO, 0000 
BRIAN A. DIXON, 0000 
GILBERT F. DMEZA, 0000 
JOHN F. DOBRYDNEY, 0000 
WILLIAM DOCTOR, JR., 0000 
KEVIN M. DOHERTY, 0000 
HENRY DOLBERRY, JR., 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. DONNELLY, 0000 
LINA M. DOWNING, 0000 
TERESA J. DRAG, 0000 
JONATHAN A. DREXLER, 0000 
STEPHEN D. DRISKILL, 0000 
JAMES L. DRUERY, 0000 
CHARLES E. DUDIK, 0000 
JOSEPH R. DUMONT, 0000 
JASON K. DUNCAN, 0000 
DOUGLAS R. DUNLAP, 0000 
JOHN P. DUVALL, JR., 0000 
JEFFREY L. DYAL, 0000 
JULIE R. EASTLAND, 0000 
JOHN L. ELCOCK, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. ELHARDT, 0000 
JOHN M. ENNIS, 0000 
MICHAEL R. ERICKSON, 0000 
RYAN J. ERISMAN, 0000 

BRYCE D. ESSARY, 0000 
MICHAEL N. ESTES, 0000 
DAVID D. FAIRLEIGH, 0000 
BRIAN L. FANCHER, 0000 
JENNIFER M. FARINA, 0000 
ROBERT B. FARRELL, 0000 
KRISTOPHER L. FAUGHT, 0000 
RORY M. FEELY, 0000 
MATTHEW D. FEHMEL, 0000 
DANIEL C. FELICIANO, 0000 
WILLIAM B. FENWICK, 0000 
JOSE R. FIERRO, 0000 
FRANK E. FILLER, 0000 
DALE E. FINCKE, JR., 0000 
RYAN M. FINN, 0000 
STEPHEN V. FISCUS, 0000 
CHARLES N. FITZPATRICK III, 0000 
MICHAEL C. FLEMMING, 0000 
BRYAN J. FORNEY, 0000 
TERRENCE E. FOX, 0000 
CHRISTIAN V. FRANCO, 0000 
MARK E. FRANKO, 0000 
JOHN M. FRASER, 0000 
AARON T. FRAZIER, 0000 
SHAWN T. FREEMAN, 0000 
ANTHONY D. FROST, 0000 
EUGENE L. FUNDERBURK, 0000 
DAVID A. FUNKHOUSER, 0000 
REBECCA D. FURMAN, 0000 
JASON A. GADDY, 0000 
GERARDO D. GAJE, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH E. GALVIN, 0000 
JER J. GARCIA, 0000 
RICHARD D. GARCIA, 0000 
JOHN L. GARDNER, 0000 
ROBERT B. GARRISON, 0000 
JOHNNY G. GARZA, 0000 
SCOTT A. GEHRIS, 0000 
VINH V. GERALD, 0000 
DONALD E. GERBER, 0000 
LESTER R. GERBER, 0000 
PATRICK T. GERMAN, 0000 
MICHAEL J. GERVASONI, 0000 
WILLIAM J. GIBBONS, 0000 
CARL D. GIDEON, 0000 
TARRELL D. GIERSCH, 0000 
JOHN S. GILBERT, 0000 
BRIAN J. GILBERTSON, 0000 
STEVEN A. GILL, 0000 
TODD M. GILLINGHAM, 0000 
JIMMY R. GLOVER, JR., 0000 
PATRICK M. GLYNN, 0000 
MAXX GODSEY, 0000 
MATTHEW J. GORBATY, 0000 
JOHN T. GORDON, 0000 
GREGORY F. GOULD, 0000 
BRANDON W. GRAHAM, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. GRASSO, 0000 
KEVIN P. GRAVES, 0000 
MICHAEL A. GRAZIANI, 0000 
JOHN P. GREEN, JR., 0000 
LEO S. GREGORY, 0000 
BRIAN R. GRIFFING, 0000 
JASON C. GROGAN, 0000 
JASON D. GROSE, 0000 
WILLIAM H. GRUBE, 0000 
RUBEN D. GUTIERREZ, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. HAFER, 0000 
DENNIS L. HAGER II, 0000 
MICHAEL A. HALEY, 0000 
JASON M. HAMILTON, 0000 
CHAE J. HAN, 0000 
RICHARD D. HANSEN, 0000 
RYAN E. HANSEN, 0000 
AMEDE I. HANSON, 0000 
DANE HANSON, 0000 
GREGORY A. HANWECK, 0000 
CHRISTIAN R. HARBOUR, 0000 
ETHAN H. HARDING, 0000 
TODD A. HARDING, 0000 
RYAN E. HARRINGTON, 0000 
CLINT C. HARRIS, 0000 
CASEY A. HARSH, 0000 
DAVID J. HART, 0000 
CRAIG L. HARVEY, 0000 
GEORGE D. HASSELTINE, 0000 
BRYAN C. HATFIELD, 0000 
BRIAN R. HEDIN, 0000 
TREVOR A. HEIDENREICH, 0000 
DAVID L. HENDERSON, 0000 
CHRISTINA M. HENNESSEY, 0000 
RUDOLFO G. HERNANDEZ, 0000 
ARTURO HERNANDEZLOPEZ, 0000 
JOHN P. HERRON, 0000 
PHILIP R. HERSCHELMAN, 0000 
JASON W. HEUER, 0000 
BRENT E. HEYL, 0000 
TWAYNE R. HICKMAN, 0000 
JIMMY S. HICKS, 0000 
AARON P. HILL, 0000 
LISA D. HILLJOHNSON, 0000 
BRADLEY D. HITCHCOCK, 0000 
CHAD E. HOARE, 0000 
SEAN P. HOEWING, 0000 
MAX H. HOPKINS, 0000 
WILSON M. HOPKINS III, 0000 
BRYAN T. HORVATH, 0000 
ALEJANDRO R. HOUSE, 0000 
MARK D. HOWARD, 0000 
DANE L. HOWELL, 0000 
WILLIAM HUBBARD, 0000 
MICHAEL R. HUDSON, 0000 
CHRISTOPH W. HUFF, 0000 
SHAWN C. HUGHES, 0000 
DAVID K. HUNT, 0000 
JAMES B. HUNT, 0000 
MICHAEL L. HUNTING, JR., 0000 

HENRY E. HURT III, 0000 
ANDREW J. HUSMAN, 0000 
BRET M. HYLA, 0000 
DAVID C. HYMAN, 0000 
SEAN E. HYNES, 0000 
JAIME A. IBARRA, 0000 
TIMOTHY W. IRWIN, 0000 
LOUIS E. ISABELLE, 0000 
GEORGE B. JACOBS, 0000 
JOHN J. JAESKI, 0000 
ROBERT E. JAMES, 0000 
JASON M. JANCZAK, 0000 
CHARLES D. JENNINGS, 0000 
MIKE K. JERON, 0000 
FERNANDO V. JIMENEZ, 0000 
ANTHONY E. JOHNSON, 0000 
GRANT M. JOHNSON, 0000 
JASON JOHNSON, 0000 
KIMBERLY A. JOHNSON, 0000 
PAUL K. JOHNSON III, 0000 
GREGORY L. JONES, 0000 
KEMPER A. JONES, 0000 
DAVID C. JOSEFORSKY, 0000 
GREGORY K. JOSEPH, 0000 
COLLEEN M. JUDD, 0000 
MICHAEL C. KAHN, 0000 
JAY J. KAJS, 0000 
DENNIS J. KASKOVICH, JR., 0000 
RONALD W. KEARSE, 0000 
ANDREW M. KELLEY, 0000 
JASON L. KENDALL, 0000 
HILARY A. KHAN, 0000 
WAHEED U. KHAN, 0000 
MARK A. KIEHLE, 0000 
JOHN P. KIRBY, 0000 
THOMAS F. KISCH, 0000 
AARON R. KNEPEL, 0000 
BRANDON S. KNOTTS, 0000 
JONATHAN D. KNOTTS, 0000 
JOHN D. KNUTSON, 0000 
NOAH J. KOMNICK, 0000 
VINCE W. KOOPMANN, 0000 
PAUL B. KOPACZ, 0000 
SPEROS C. KOUMPARAKIS, 0000 
BENJAMIN S. KRIPPENDORF, 0000 
CHARLES B. KROLL, 0000 
PHILIP C. LAING, 0000 
PETER J. LANG II, 0000 
LANCE J. LANGFELDT, 0000 
ANDREW K. LARSEN, 0000 
JEFFREY J. LARSON, 0000 
GOTTFRIED H. LAUBE, JR., 0000 
SCOTT A. LAUZON, 0000 
TAI D. LE, 0000 
ISAAC G. LEE, 0000 
LAWRENCE C. LEE, 0000 
SAMUEL K. LEE, 0000 
ADAM V. LEFRINGHOUSE, 0000 
LEONARD J. LEVINE, 0000 
CARL A. LEWANDOWSKI, 0000 
DOUGLAS A. LINDAMOOD, 0000 
MARK R. LISTON, 0000 
ROBERT J. LIVINGSTON, JR., 0000 
BRENT A. LOOBY, 0000 
IRMA LOPEZ, 0000 
DAVID S. LOWERY, 0000 
JAMES T. LOWERY, 0000 
SARAH L. LUKES, 0000 
JONATHAN R. LUNDY, 0000 
CUONG Q. LUONG, 0000 
ANDREW D. LYNCH, 0000 
JOHN P. MAHER, 0000 
ANTHONY M. MALDONADO, 0000 
MICHAEL J. MANIFOR, 0000 
KJELL D. MARCUSSEN, 0000 
TRENT M. MARECZ, 0000 
HOWARD G. MARIOTT II, 0000 
WILLIAM J. MARKHAM III, 0000 
JOHN E. MARSHALL, 0000 
CORY J. MARTIN, 0000 
DAVID E. MARTIN, 0000 
JAMES M. MARTIN, 0000 
RHONDA C. MARTIN, 0000 
DAVID M. MARTINEZ, 0000 
IRVIN MARTINEZ, 0000 
JUSTIN E. MARVEL, 0000 
STEPHEN W. MATTHEWS, 0000 
RICARDO MATUS, 0000 
RANDALL M. MAULDIN, 0000 
ADAM W. MCARTHUR, 0000 
JAMES K. MCBRIDE, 0000 
ALEXIS L. MCCABE, 0000 
JOHN S. MCCALMONT, 0000 
MICHAEL M. MCCLOUD II, 0000 
JEFFREY S. MCCORMACK, 0000 
GARY A. MCCULLAR, 0000 
FREDERICK J. MCELMAN, 0000 
AMY M. MCGRATH, 0000 
JAMES R. MCGRATH, 0000 
GREGORY A. MCGUIRE, 0000 
RODRICK H. MCHATY, 0000 
BRYAN T. MCKERNAN, 0000 
MICHAEL T. MCMAHAN, 0000 
JEFFREY L. MEEKER, 0000 
ALVARO J. MELENDEZ, 0000 
ELVINO M. MENDONCA, JR., 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. MERRILL, 0000 
SAMUEL L. MEYER, 0000 
DERYL D. MICHAEL, 0000 
BRIAN S. MIDDLETON, 0000 
BRETT M. MILLER, 0000 
JASON Z. MILLER, 0000 
SHAWN D. MILLER, 0000 
CONRAD MILNE, 0000 
JAMES W. MINGUS, 0000 
JASON B. MITCHELL, 0000 
BRIAN M. MOLL, 0000 
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JOHN M. MOORE, 0000 
ROY W. MOORE, 0000 
BALTAZAR MORA, JR., 0000 
ELLIOT MORA, 0000 
DAVID M. MOREAU, 0000 
ROGER O. MOUSEL, JR., 0000 
JOHN P. MULKERN, 0000 
JAMES D. MULLIN, 0000 
BRIAN T. MULVIHILL, 0000 
PETER J. MUNSON, 0000 
SETH MUNSON, 0000 
GEORGE S. MURPHY, 0000 
GERALD E. MURPHY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. MURRAY, 0000 
SEAN M. MURRAY, 0000 
MICHAEL R. NAKONIECZNY, 0000 
KATHRYN M. NAVIN, 0000 
ANDREW R. NEEDLES, 0000 
NICHOLAS O. NEIMER, 0000 
ANDREW J. NELSON, 0000 
MICHAEL C. NESBITT, 0000 
JAMES D. NEUSHUL, 0000 
DAVID E. NEVERS, 0000 
HILARY NICESWANGER, 0000 
LAWRENCE D. NICHOLS, 0000 
CARLO A. NINO, 0000 
JAMES M. NIXON, 0000 
MARVIN L. NORCROSS, JR., 0000 
EDWIN NORRIS, 0000 
JOHN K. NORRIS, JR., 0000 
RUSSELL H. NORRIS, 0000 
CARL H. NORTHCUTT, 0000 
CHARLES M. NUNALLY III, 0000 
NICHOLAS C. NUZZO, 0000 
WILLIAM E. OBRIEN, 0000 
BRENDAN P. ODONNELL, 0000 
JEFFREY M. ODONNELL, 0000 
KEITH S. OKI, 0000 
JEFFREY W. OLESKO, 0000 
BERNARD J. OLOUGHLIN, 0000 
DEREK S. OST, 0000 
ANDREW M. OTERO, 0000 
JASON F. PACE, 0000 
QUINTON S. PACKARD, 0000 
MICHAEL C. PALMER, 0000 
GEORGE N. PAPPAS, JR., 0000 
VASILIOS E. PAPPAS, 0000 
BURRELL D. PARMER, 0000 
ADAM M. PASTOR, 0000 
ANGELA D. PATERNA, 0000 
MATTHEW W. PATMON, 0000 
RICHARD B. PATTESON, 0000 
EDWARD J. PAVELKA, 0000 
MATTHEW R. PEARCE, 0000 
JASON D. PEJSA, 0000 
ERIC J. PENROD, 0000 
JANAKA P. PERERA, 0000 
NATHAN T. PERKKIO, 0000 
JON C. PETERSEN, 0000 
DAREN R. PETERSON, 0000 
ROBERT C. PETERSON, 0000 
MATHEW J. PFEFFER, 0000 
TUANANH T. PHAM, 0000 
KENNETH W. PHELPS III, 0000 
TODD A. PILLO, 0000 
ROBERT J. PLEAK, 0000 
STEPHANIE M. POLESNAK, 0000 
CASEY J. POLKINGHORNE, 0000 
JAMES P. POPPY, 0000 
BRENDAN W. POWELL, 0000 
DONATO S. POWELL, 0000 
MONTE S. POWELL, 0000 
EDWARD W. POWERS, 0000 
CARL C. PRIECHENFRIED, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. PRITCHETT, 0000 
ANDREW C. PRITZ, 0000 
JAMES PRUDHOMME III, 0000 
RYAN A. PYKE, 0000 
CHRISTINE K. RABAJA, 0000 
BERT RAKDHAM, 0000 
GARRETT S. RAMPULLA, 0000 
ROBERT P. RANDAZZO, 0000 
JOHN G. RANDOLPH, 0000 
CASMER J. RATKOWIAK III, 0000 
GUY W. RAVEY, 0000 
HUNTER R. RAWLINGS IV, 0000 
WILLIAM G. RAYNE, 0000 
JAMES D. REDDING, 0000 
RONALD J. REGA, JR., 0000 
MATTHEW L. REGNER, 0000 
ERIC A. REID, 0000 

CHRISTY L. REIDSMA, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. REINHART, 0000 
JAMISON M. RENAUX, 0000 
ROSANNA B. REYES, 0000 
JULIAN D. REYES-JONES, 0000 
JACOB L. REYNOLDS, 0000 
PATRICK J. REYNOLDS, JR., 0000 
ROBERT M. RICH, 0000 
JAMES E. RICHARDSON, JR., 0000 
DUANE T. RIVERA, 0000 
AMY C. RIVINIUS, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. ROBERSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. ROBERTSON, 0000 
CLINTON L. ROBINS, 0000 
EDWARD ROBINSON, 0000 
NATHANIEL K. ROBINSON, 0000 
REBECCA B. ROBISON-CHANDLER, 0000 
SEAN M. ROCHE, 0000 
MARCO A. RODRIGUEZ, 0000 
CHARLES E. ROELL, JR., 0000 
JACQUES A. ROGERS, 0000 
GREGORY S. ROOKER, 0000 
AARON M. ROSE, 0000 
DAWN C. ROSENBLAD, 0000 
THOMAS M. ROSS, 0000 
MICHEAL D. RUSS, 0000 
STEVEN A. SABLAN, 0000 
MARK D. SADOWSKY, 0000 
ANDRE P. SALVANERA, 0000 
AARON C. SAMSEL, 0000 
BRIAN K. SANCHEZ, 0000 
ROLAND G. SARINO, 0000 
JOHN S. SATTELY, 0000 
TROY J. SCHILLINGER, 0000 
JOEL F. SCHMIDT, 0000 
KARL T. SCHMIDT, 0000 
TIMOTHY W. SCHNELLE, 0000 
WILLIAM J. SCHRANTZ, 0000 
CHARLES F. SCHWARM, 0000 
ANTONIO SCOFFIELD, 0000 
DANIEL R. SCOTT, 0000 
ROBERTO C. SCOTT, 0000 
GEORGE J. SEEGEL, 0000 
MARISA P. SERANO, 0000 
AARON P. SHELLEY, 0000 
TAMIKO A. SHIBATA, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. SHIMP, 0000 
JACK A. SILE, 0000 
KEVIN D. SIMMONS, 0000 
LOUIS P. SIMON, 0000 
DANIEL J. SKUCE, 0000 
DAVID B. SLAY, 0000 
MARC R. SLEDGE, 0000 
TIMOTHY M. SLINGER, 0000 
GRAHAM F. SLOAN, 0000 
STEPHEN K. SLOAN, 0000 
CRAIG L. SMITH, 0000 
JAMES W. SMITH, 0000 
MICHAEL R. SMITH, 0000 
SEAN P. SMITH, 0000 
STEFAN R. SNEDEN, 0000 
ADAM T. SNOW, 0000 
WILLIAM R. SNOWMAN, 0000 
LISA M. SOUDERS, 0000 
KIRK M. SPANGENBERG, 0000 
DAVID W. SPANGLER, 0000 
RAYMOND V. SPAULDING, 0000 
SAMAR K. SPINELLI, 0000 
BRYAN C. SPRANKLE, 0000 
RANDY J. STAAB, 0000 
JAMES F. STAFFORD, 0000 
MATTHEW I. STARSIAK, 0000 
ROBERT A. STEELE, 0000 
MATTHEW R. STENCEL, 0000 
DAVID R. STENGRIM, 0000 
MICHAEL C. STEVENS, 0000 
KENRIC D. STEVENSON, 0000 
JADE STEWARDCAMPBELL, 0000 
JONATHAN M. STOFKA, 0000 
KEVIN M. STOUT, 0000 
LARS E. STRANDBERG, 0000 
ERIC A. STRONG, 0000 
BRYAN G. SWENSON, 0000 
JUSTIN R. SWICK, 0000 
JOSEPH C. TAMMINEN, 0000 
AIMEE C. TANNER, 0000 
BARRON S. TAYLOR, 0000 
BRIAN R. TAYLOR, 0000 
MICHAEL J. TAYLOR, 0000 
THOMAS N. TAYLOR, 0000 
JOSEPH D. TEASLEY, 0000 

HAMARTRYA V. THARPE, 0000 
DOUGLAS T. THOMAS, 0000 
MARGARET E. THOMAS, 0000 
ROGER N. THOMAS, 0000 
ROBERT A. TOMLINSON, 0000 
ADOLFO TORRES, 0000 
RENE TORRES, 0000 
JONATHAN E. TOWLE, 0000 
MATTHEW W. TRACY, 0000 
RENE TREVINO, 0000 
JOY M. TRIPLETT, 0000 
RANDALL G. TURNER, 0000 
SHAWN S. TURNER, 0000 
JOSHUA B. TUTTLE, 0000 
HANORAH E. TYERWITEK, 0000 
JOSEPH S. UCHYTIL, 0000 
JOSHUA M. VANCE, 0000 
CHAD I. VANSOMEREN, 0000 
CHAD A. VAUGHN, 0000 
QUENTIN R. VAUGHN, 0000 
WILLIAM M. VESSEY, 0000 
DUANE P. VILA, 0000 
ROMAN P. VITKOVITSKY, 0000 
JARED C. VONEIDA, 0000 
PHILIP E. WAGGONER, 0000 
JASON A. WALKER, 0000 
LEN E. WALKER, 0000 
MATTHEW L. WALKER, 0000 
MICHAEL T. WALLACE, 0000 
WINSOME A. WALLS, 0000 
MELVILLE J. WALTERS IV, 0000 
MICHAEL P. WARD, 0000 
LARRY R. WARFIELD II, 0000 
GEOFFREY F. WARLOCK, 0000 
JAYSEN N. WARNER, 0000 
THOMAS M. WARREN, 0000 
ALTON A. WARTHEN, 0000 
DAREN V. WASHINGTON, 0000 
ANDY S. WATSON, 0000 
DEREK E. WATSON, 0000 
LARRY J. WAYE, 0000 
LISA M. WEBB, 0000 
MICHAEL E. WEBB, 0000 
PATRICK WEINERT, 0000 
JAMES W. WEIRICK, 0000 
VINCENT J. WELCH, 0000 
TRAVIS B. WELLS, 0000 
JASON L. WHALEN, 0000 
EDDIE R. WHEELER, 0000 
JODY E. WHITE, 0000 
VAN E. WHITE, 0000 
DANIEL M. WHITLEY, 0000 
JOHNNY J. WIDENER, 0000 
ANDRE L. WILLIAMS, 0000 
JOHN H. WILLIAMS III, 0000 
JAMES R. WILLIAMSON, 0000 
DEANGELO M. WILLIS, 0000 
ANDREW B. WILSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. WILSON, 0000 
BRIAN E. WOBENSMITH, 0000 
BRENDAN M. WOLF, 0000 
CRAIG A. WOLFENBARGER, 0000 
WADE L. WORKMAN, 0000 
LUKE R. YLITALO, 0000 
JOHN E. YORIO, 0000 
JEFFERSON T. YOUNG III, 0000 
MATTHEW S. YOUNGBLOOD, 0000 
SCOTT A. ZELESNIKAR, 0000 
CARL M. ZIEGLER, 0000 
KEVIN J. ZIMMERMAN, 0000 
SCOTT W. ZIMMERMAN, 0000 

f 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate Thursday, March 22, 2007: 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION 
OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. PETER W. CHIARELLI, 0000 
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